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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, July 30,- 1981 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
Msgr. John J. Murphy, pastor, St. 

Joseph's Church on Capitol Hill, 
Washington, D.C., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

God, our, Father in Heaven, look 
upon us assembled here. 

We have been chosen, in freedom, to 
be witnesses to the hopes and aspira
tions of those whose trust we shoul
der. May our first duty be to do what 
is best for our beloved country-and 
may that best, with all its human im
perfections, reflect Your glory and in
spire faith in Your divine protection. 

As we labor to seek the common 
good, keep us mindful of the weakest 
of Your children so that nothing we 
do or say here will find us distant from 
their basic human rights-rights about 
which we speak so eloquently-rights 
no less ignoble though wrapped in 
poverty and helplessness. 

Make us see 0 heavenly Father, the 
power that has been given to us as an 
instrument of Your presence working 
through and in us for Your glory and 
the happiness of mankind. 

We humbly ask in Jesus' name. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined .the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause l, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 4074. An act to revise the laws per
taining to the Maritime Administration. 

RIGHT REVEREND MONSIGNOR 
JOHN J. MURPHY 

<Mr. KILDEE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to welcome to the House of 
Representatives the Right Reverend 
Monsignor John J. Murphy, pastor of 
St. Joseph's Catholic Church on Cap
itol Hill. Since February l, Monsignor 
Murphy has been the pastor for the 
U.S. Capitol and the Hill community. 
He comes to his present ministry after 
a most distinguished priestly career. 

Monsignor Murphy is a native of 
Boston, Mass., who received his educa
tion at the Boston Latin School and 
Harvard University. During World 
War II he served in the 10th Mountain 
Division as a ski trooper and fought in 
the Italian campaign. 

He returned home to change his 
career from military service to study 
for the priesthood and was ordained in 
1954. 

Monsignor Murphy has served in 
many positions since ordination in
cluding 14 years at the National 
Shrine of the Immaculate Conception 
in the Nation's Capital, the last 7 
years as director. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON JUDICIARY TO SIT· TODAY 
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary be permitted to 
sit while the House is reading for 
amendments under the 5-minute rule, 
today, July 30, 1981. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I would like to join 
in that request because we have been 
trying to meet for some time on im
portant legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is theie objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

PRESIDENT SHOULD SAVE MINI
MUM SOCIAL SECURITY BENE
FIT 
<Mr. RATCHFORD asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
join our fell ow Members in congratu
lating the President on his tax victory 
of yesterday. Obviously he has mas
tered the congressional process. 

I would now join those who are 
urging the President to save the mini
mum benefit for social security. If we 
can give the oil industry billions of 
dollars over the next 10 years in the 
tax bill, certainly we can save $122 a 
month for the frail and needy under 
the minimum benefits under social se
curity. 

Join us, Mr. President. The frail, the 
needy, the elderly of America need 
you and they need you now. 

THE REPUBLICAN TRIUMPH 

<Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday the President of 
the United States and the Republican 
leaders in both the House and Senate 
scored a stunning victory. Democrats 
for most of the past five decades have 
had similar victories, and we have 
always been delighted with them. 
Today is the time for we Democrats to 
stand on the sidelines and cheer those 
who have achieved these triumphs. 

With my applause, I make one indis
putable observation: The Republican 
leadership and President Reagan have 
now won everything, save one. They 
have lost all their excuses. 

PRESIDENT REAGAN
SUPERSTAR 

<Mr. SOLOMON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
�f�~�r� 1 mi11ute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.') 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, when 
President Reagan came to town last 
January, you advised him that things 
would not be so easy from now on. I 
think the words you used were that, 
"He is in the big leagues now." 

Well, I do not know what you think 
about that now but I not only think 
the President made it in the big 
leagues, I think he is a superstar in a 
league of his own. 

Mr. Speaker, I have never been so 
proud and so happy to be a Member of 
Congress as I was yesterday. What we 
did here yesterday-and I say this 
from the bottom of my heart and 
without any politics-what we did yes
terday will do wonderful things for 
the American people, all the American 
people, whether they make more or 
less than $50,000. I think we can con
cede now that all that $50,000 business 
was just political rhetoric. 

I do not know how many of you saw 
that movie the President made many 
years ago when he played Grover 
Cleveland Alexander, a great pitcher. 
Well, Grover Cleveland Alexander is 
in the Hall of Fame now, and if there 
were a Hall of Fame for Presidents, I 
would be the first to nominate him for 
it. 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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ADDITIONAL CUTS PROPOSED 

FOR CONSIDERATION OF MEM
BERS 
<Mr. DANNEMEYER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 
we are all celebrating the victory of 
yesterday and the adoption of a new 
tax program for the American people, 
but I do not think we should lose sight 
of the fact that with this tax reduc
tion program it is estimated that we 
will have a deficit in the next fiscal 
year 1982 of some $45 billion, on the 
budget, and when we consider the off
budget items, probably $60 billion. 

I believe that it is incumbent upon 
those of us serving in this body to look 
for additional ways to cut Federal 
spending and reduce this deficit and 
help reduce high interest rates in this 
country. 

Federal demands for credit in the 
money markets of the country now 
consume about 40 percent of the avail
able funds. If we reduce the Federal 
demand for credit to finance the defi
cit, we can significantly lower interest 
rates. 

To this end, the Republican Study 
Committee has produced and pub
lished for consideration by the Mem
bers of the House a proposed list of 
cuts in the budget for 1982. 

It describes some 272 items totaling 
some $52.3 billion for additional cuts 
which can be made in spending in 1982 
without doing it on the backs of the 
poor, the downtrodden, and the handi
capped. 

I submit this to the consideration of 
the Members of the House. 

0 1010 
THE END OF A PERFECT WEEK
REPUBLICANS 6; DEMOCRATS 4 
<Mr. CONTE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, in light of 
the outstanding results of the Mighty 
Elephant Team last night, I would like 
to take this opportunity to describe to 
you some of the sturdy characters who 
spelled doom for my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle. 

First, on first, we had CARL "Nothing 
Gets By Me" PuRSELL, who eats up 
grounders like a horde of "Gypsy 
Moths" on a white pine forest. Then, 
we had a bevy of infielders whose 
gloves were like vacuum cleaners and 
arms like bazookas. There is "CAP," 
"The Night Stalker" HOLLENBECK 
whose eyesight is decidedly better for 
night games and GARY "The Stabber" 
LEE whose quickness at short defies 
even the sharpest eye to detect wheth
er or not he has moved. 

In the outfield we had such stal
warts as PETE "Freight Train" 

MCCLOSKEY, who assured me that this 
year he had liability insurance to 
cover his base running. We also had 
RoN "The Cannon" PAUL who throws 
like he bats and bats like he throws
whatever that means. Next to him we 
had the "Human Scoop," DAN CRANE. 
The only retriever I know that could 
have beat DAN is my dog Primo. And 
what a base runner we had-none 
other than "Crazy Legs" JOEL PRITCH
ARD. 

Mr. Speaker; although we had an 
all-star lineup which included JACK 
"The Giant" FIELDS; MIKE, the "Ox" 
OXLEY; "Beltin" BILL ARCHER; "Dan
gerous" DUNCAN HUNTER; "Joltin" 
JOHN HILER; and "Smashin" SID MOR
RISON; these names were useless with
out the presence of our "Illustrious 
Leader," our most "Deadly Compan
ion," our "Scourage of Batter," the 
one and only JOHN "Razor-Tongue" 
LEBOUTILLIER. If you think that "Ra
zor-Tongue" has thrown a few at the 
Democrats in the past, you should have 
seen him last night. His fast ball was so 
fast that even he could not see it. And 
his curve-well everyone already knew 
how that pitch of his worked. 

And to back him up, Mr. Speaker, we 
had LYLE "Stonewall" WILLIAMS, the 
human backboard, at catcher, to hold 
"Razor-Tongue" down-if he tried to 
walk around anyone. And finally, our 
designated hitter was, "Clobberin" 
DoN CLAUSEN, who, when used as a 
relief pitcher, could come at you over 
or under his belly from any position 
on the mound. 

Mr. Speaker, As you are well aware, 
it has been a very taxing week, and 
nothing could have been more taxing 
to the Democrats than to come up 
losers to the Republicans by a score of 
6 to 4 at the 20th annµal congressional 
Baseball Game. 

DEMOCRAT BALL TEAM SHALL 
RETURN 

<Mr. CHAPPELL asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, I 
shall not try to match the act of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
CoNTE). Let me simply say that my 
good French friend, SILVIO CONTE, fi
nally dug up a team last night that did 
play good ball. I do not know who 
coached them, but they looked excep
tionally good. They played a good 
game, and we take nothing from them. 

Mr. Speaker, the real truth of the 
matter is, while we as Democrats 
sometimes disappoint you, you would 
not have been disappointed in the way 
we played ball last night. Although 
the score was not as we wanted it to 
be, our men hit well, they played well. 
You would have been proud of them, 
with FAUNTROY at first; SABO at 

second; BoNIOR at shortstop; Russo at 
third; MOFFETT, SYNAR, DOWNEY, 
FAZIO, and MCCURDY handling the out
field; MOTTL pitching; CHAPPELL catch
ing; and with DOWNEY winning our 
outstanding player award; but like we 
Democrats sometimes do, we got our 
signals crossed up a time or two. 

But, we put all on notice that our 
Democratic signals are improving, our 
ability to work together is improving, 
and we are going to put our future 
acts together in a proper and success
ful way, both politically and on the 
ballfield. 

Mr. Speaker, we shall return to win 
again, again, and again. 

TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE 
KEMP OF NEW YORK 

<Mr. BETHUNE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. BETHUNE. Mr. Speaker, I think 
throughout history that the men and 
women who have served in this Cham
ber, who have gained the respect of 
our colleagues, have been those indi
viduals who are men and women of 
ideals, courage, and determination, 
those people who have the conviction 
to go against the grain in those times 
when the going is pretty tough. 

I could single out many people here, 
leaders and others, who in the last few 
months have gone against the grain, 
but I thought, inasmuch as we passed 
the tax bill yesterday which called for 
across-the-board rate reductions, it 
was appropriate to single out someone 
who for more than 5 years has gone 
against the grain; a man of ideas, cour
age, and conviction, who has stood his 
ground over and over again and has 
done more to communicate the new 
day, the new American dream, the 
American renaissance, the politics of 
hope, than anyone I know. That is the 
gentleman from New York, JACK 
KEMP. 

ADMINISTRATION PRESENTS 
NEW IMMIGRATION POLICY 

<Mr. ROTH asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, the United 
States has had for too long a disas
trous immigration policy. The Ameri
can people have demanded a change. 
The administration has now set forth 
eight principles to bring some com
monsense back to our immigration 
policy. 

We are a nation of immigrants, yes, 
but we cannot accommodate all the 
people and all the world's refugees. 

I know that Congress will act expedi
tiously and with all due dispatch to 
study these eight principles and to 
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bring a firm, fair and consistent immi
gration policy back to our country. 

VOLUNTARY LIMITS ON IM
PORTED SHOES FROM TAIWAN 
AND KOREA CALLED FOR 
<Mr. NELLIGAN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. NELLIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
written President Reagan asking him 
to negotiate voluntary limits on im
ported shoes from Taiwan and Korea 
as a way of providing continuing relief 
to the domestic shoe industry. 

As you know, the President recently 
rejected the recommendation of the 
International Trade Commission to 
extend the international agreements 
to limit imports. 

My district in northeastern Pennsyl
vania alone has 11 shoe firms which 
employ more than 2,000 workers. 
These firms have been devastated by 
foreign imports, which constitute 48.5 
percent of shoes sold nationally. 

So that the strides made in the last 4 
years will not be eliminated and a suc
cessful modernization program can be 
completed, I am urging the President 
to negotiate voluntary limits with 
Taiwan and Korea, just as voluntary 
limits were negotiated with Japan for 
the auto industry, where imports were 
only 27 percent, not 48.5 percent. 

In a perfect world, I always would 
choose to be a free trader. But, in this 
instance, I am convinced the best 
route is continued import relief for 
the domestic shoe industry-at least 
until the industry has a chance to get 
on its feet again. 

TRIBUTE TO ROBERT MOSES, A 
GREAT AMERICAN BUILDER 

<Mr. McGRATH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, yes
terday I received the sad news of the 
passing of Robert Moses, a great 
American whose genius contributed to 
a better way of life for millions of New 
Yorkers and residents of other areas 
throughout our Nation and the world. 

The accomplishments of Robert 
Moses as a scholar, administrator, poli
tician, and builder date back to the 
first decade of this century. In the 
grey days of the Great Depression, 
Robert Moses was recognized as a na
tional leader in the administration of 
public works projects in parks, road
ways, and housing programs. Through 
the following decades, the projects 
spurred by his vision and tremendous 
administrative ability provided New 
York and neighboring States with an 
unparalleled transportation system, 
greater electrical power production, 
and a tremendous network of parks 
and recreational facilities. 

Engineers, executives, and students 
from the 50 States and many nations 
flocked to Moses to benefit from his 
skills. He attracted many dedicated 
and professional public servants to 
government. Others who worked with 
him went on to the private sector en
riched with knowledge and ability. 

On July 29, New York and our 
Nation lost a leader whose foresight 
helped bring us into the 20th century. 
The monuments to Robert Moses will 
remain long into the future for visitors 
and residents of New York to enjoy. I 
call upon my colleagues today to join 
me in a moment of prayer and reflec
tion in memory of Robert Moses. 

TRIBUTE TO REPRESENTATIVE 
JACK KEMP OF NEW YORK 

<Mr. RITTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, in the 
aftermath of yesterday's historic vote 
on reducing the tax burden on the 
American people, I believe we in this 
Congress should be most grateful. 
First of all, we should be grateful to 
the President, who has shown to the 
American people that Presidential 
leadership is still possible. We need to 
be grateful to the hardworking mem
bers of the Ways and Means Commit
tee, and particularly the chairman, 
the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. Ros
TENKOWSKI) and the ranking minority 
member, the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. CONABLE). 

I think we need to express gratitude 
to the leaders of both parties, the 
Speaker of the House and the minori
ty leader, for their creative leadership 
and gentlemanly behavior in bringing 
their troops into the battle. 

D 1020 
But Mr. Speaker I think one 

Member deserves special recognition 
for intellectual, economic, and politi
cal leadership over a 5-year period 
which brought tax debate to the point 
at which it arrived in the House yes
terday, and that is the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. KEMP), the gen
tleman from New York has labored 
over the years, at times when those 
new ideas were very far from the Halls 
of this Congress. For 5 years he has 
been taking the message of increased 
incentives as critical to jobs and eco
nomic growth to the American people 
in a most creative way. 

Mr. Speaker, I think, perhaps more 
than any one person, he deserves re
sponsibility for the outcome yester
day. 

FARMERS UNITED FOR THE 
GOOD OF THE NATION 

<Mr. ROEMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I had 
occasion this morning to attend an
other breakfast with some Members of 
the House. We have at least three 
breakfast invitations every morning. I 
was glad I went this morning because 
it was somewhat different. It was a 
breakfast hosted by the some 480,000 
members of the Future Farmers of 
America, and I saw a great deal of 
hope for the country there. 

I am a farmer myself; I grew up on 
one and worked as a farmer all my life 
until I retired and came to Congress. 
The information, the enthusiasm, and 
the commitment of this group to their 
country that I observed this morning 
was an important message to me. 

There was a book written entitled 
"Out of Africa," and in that book the 
woman author wrote that "all farmers, 
wherever they might live, share the 
feeling of drought. After 30 days with
out rain, the first drops of rain unite 
farmers everywhere." 

Mr. Speaker, the feeling I got at 
that breakfast this morning is that 
America is in good hands. 

ROOKIE MAKES GOOD IN THE 
MAJOR LEAGUES 

<Mr. HAGEDORN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAGEDORN. Mr. Speaker, back 
in November you offered some rather 
fatherly advice to President-elect 
Reagan when he visited Capitol Hill. 
Let me refresh my colleagues on what 
you said to the rookie President from 
California. You said, and I quote: 

The Governor of a State plays in the 
minor leagues. When you're President 
you're in the big leagues. Things may not 
move as fast as you want them to. 

Mr. Speaker, President Reagan, as 
demonstrated by yesterday's tax cut 
vote, is a polished professional who 
can more than hold his own in the big 
leagues. With his good pitch, a biparti
san team and the cheering support of 
the American people, the President 
has struck out the outdated big spend
ing and high tax policies that your 
team represents way out there in left 
field. 

Professional baseball players may be 
on strike, but the heavy hitting has 
been going on all year here in the 
House of Representatives. The first 
strike came early in the season on May 
7 with the passage of the Gramm
Latta budget resolution. Strike two -
came on June 26 with the vote in favor 
of the budget reconciliation bill the 
President favored. The third strike, 
and the one that should keep you on 
the bench, came just yesterday with 
the passage of the tax cut package. As 
much as I disagree with your game 
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plan, I have to give you credit for 
going down swinging for what you be
lieve in. 

Your team may have struck out, Mr. 
Speaker, but the American people 
have won with the passage of a budget 
and tax package that will put the 
United States back on the road to eco
nomic recovery. 

As we prepare for the upcoming 
recess, we can go back to our districts 
knowing we. had a successful season. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES 
ON S. 1098, NATIONAL AERO
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS
TRATION AUTHORIZATIONS 
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill <S. 
1098) to authorize appropriations to 
the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration for research and devel
opment, construction of facilities, and 
research and program management, 
and for other purposes, with House 
amendments thereto, insist on the 
House amendments, and agree to the 
conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? The Chair hears none, and 
appoints the following conferees: 
Messrs. FUQUA, FLIPPO, GLICKMAN, 
NELSON, BROWN of California, WINN, 
GOLDWATER, and HOLLENBECK. 

EXPRESSING SENSE OF THE 
HOUSE REGARDING POLAND 
AND EAST-WEST RELATIONS 
Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs be discharged 
from further consideration of the res
olution <H. Res. 124) expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives 
that the United States could not 
remain indifferent to any internal re
pression or external aggression against 
the people of Poland and that such de
velopments would have serious conse
quences for East-West relations, and 
ask for its immediate consideration in 
the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the reso
lution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, I take 
this opportunity to yield to the gentle
man from Wisconsin <Mr. ZABLOCKI), 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs for an explanation of 
this resolution. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of House Resolution 124. 

House Resolution 124 was intro
duced by our colleague, the gentleman 
from Nebraska <Mr. DAUB). This reso-

lution adds to the continuation of the 
perceptive, constructive role played by 
the House of Representatives in for
eign affairs. The resolution has nearly 
100 cosponsors of all ideological per
suasions and is a clear bipartisan state
ment of congressional sentiment of 
this key foreign policy issue. 

House Resolution 124 represents a 
thoughtful and intelligent approach to 
the present situation in Poland. It ar
ticulates a firm congressional message 
of support for what must be the guid
ing principle of U.S. policy toward 
Poland: Polish solutions to Polish 
problems. U.S. policy on Poland must 
be centered on this principle if that 
policy is to be successful. That must 
also be the policy of all other states. 

The resolution also encourages the 
implementation of concrete steps to 
advance U.S. policy toward Poland. 
These include working with other na
tions to ease Poland's economic diffi
culties and support for the sale of sur
plus food supplies at concessionary 
prices and with Polish currency. Our 
country has demonstrated its humani
tarian compassion with the sale of 
400,000 tons of corn this week and, 
hopefully, will continue to assist the 
people of Poland by selling our surplus 
butter and other commodities to help 
alleviate Poland's economic problems. 
The resolution also offers a sUbtle but 
effective warning to the Soviet Union 
that Moscow-sponsored repression or 
aggression against Poland would have 
grave consequences for East-West rela
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, it is generally agreed 
that one factor that has deterred 
Soviet action against Poland and per
mitted the Polish people to resolve 
their economic problems in their own 
way is the clear understanding that 
the United States would not remain 
indifferent to such action. House Res
olution 124 represents a responsible 
effort to make that understanding 
ever more clear. I urge the adoption of 
the resolution. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Nebraska <Mr. 
DAUB), who is the real sponsor of this 
legislation. 

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to commend the able chairman of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee, Mr. 
CLEMENT ZABLOCKI for his foresight 
and leadership on the measure at 
hand. Mr. WILLIAM BROOMFIELD, the 
ranking member of that committee 
has also contributed greatly to this op
portunity we now have to address the 
events in Poland. The chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Europe and the 
Middle East, Mr. LEE HAMILTON, as 
well as the ranking member of that 
subcommittee, Mr. PAUL FINDLEY, are 
also to be commended for their efforts 
on this matter. 

For some time now, we have all been 
watching the people of Poland wage 
an inspirational campaign for funda
mental political, economic and social 
justice. The courage they have shown 
is strong testimony to the moral integ
rity of the Polish people and the 
moral bankruptcy of Soviet-styled 
communism. 

Recently, a special party congress 
convened in Poland. For the first time 
in Eastern bloc history, a Communist 
party elected its leaders from multiple 
candidates and with secret ballots. 
Only a united and truly determined 
populace could have prodded an en
trenched Communist bureaucracy into 
the extraordinary procedures with 
which we in the West are so well ac
customed. 

While these developments are en
couraging signs for the lives of mil
lions of Poles, they are alarming 
trends from the Kremlin's perspective. 
It is clear that the seeds of injustice 
and inhumanity which the Soviets 
have sown in the soil of Poland has 
now borne the Russians a bitter fruit; a 
fruit which has poisoned their control 
over that nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that a 
Warsaw Pact invasion is inevitable. 
Neither, however, do I feel that it is 
impossible. 

In my judgment, this body, as one of 
the highest political forums in the 
United States, has an obligation to state 
formally our profound concern over 
the possibility of aggression against 
the people of Poland. The Soviets 
must understand that military inter
vention in Poland will not be met in 
this country with a business-as-usual 
attitude. 

House Resolution 124 was intro
duced to demonstrate that the House 
is behind the people of Poland in their 
quest for fundamental liberty. This 
resolution sends a signal to the Soviets 
that-

The United States could not remain indif
ferent to external aggression or internal re
pression against the people of Poland and 
that such developments would have serious 
consequences for East-West relations. 

Mr. Speaker, the fundamental free
doms we have enjoyed since the birth 
of our Nation are so well established 
that I think we at times take them for 
granted. The noble struggle of the 
Polish people for basic liberty should 
be an inspirational reminder that our 
liberty is not only to be cherished, but 
guarded. 

The bold strides toward liberty 
which the Polish people have taken so 
far, reaffirms what George Washing
ton once said about foreign tyranny 
during our own struggle for independ
ence: 

That a free man, contending for liberty on 
his own ground, is superior to any slavish 
mercenary on Earth. 
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Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 

resolution. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 

further reserving the right to object, I 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. NELLIGAN), one of the prin
cipal sponsors of this resolution. 

Mr. NELLIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I be
lieve we are all aware of the tense situ
ation which now exists in Poland. 

The recent decision by the Reagan 
administration to grant Poland $55 
million in new long-term credit to pur
chase U.S. corn is an encouraging de
velopment. It demonstrates the com
mitment of our Nation to aid Poland 
in its time of need. 

However, it is undeniable that 
Poland faces a volatile political situa
tion in the wake of its extraordinary 
party congress. Of particular concern 
is the June letter from the Kremlin to 
the Polish party leadership which ad
vocated the strengthening of the army 
and security forces to counter the ac
tivities of "antisocialist forces." The 
Soviets have continuously pressured 
the Polish Government with thinly 
veiled threats. They have sought to 
subvert the will of the Polish people 
with the force of their arms. 

I am one of the original cosponsors 
of House Resolution 124 because I 
wish to demonstrate my concern for 
the security of Poland. The resolution 
explicitly states that it is "The sense 
of the House of Representatives that 
the United States could not remain in
different to any internal repression or 
external aggression against the people 
of Poland." 

It also commends the peaceful at
tempts to resolve the differences be
tween the workers and government of
ficials in Poland and supports Presi
dent Reagan in his efforts to ease Po
land's economic difficulties-especially 
in his decision to sell surplus food sup
plies to Poland at concessionary 
prices. 

I believe House Resolution 124 is an 
important, forceful statement of 
policy. We, in the Congress of the 
United States, must make it clear to 
the Soviet Union that it should cease 
its intermeddling in Polish affairs. We 
must make it clear that the United 
States will consider any intervention 
to be a grave disruption of internation
al peace and security. 

There are many social, cultural, and 
philosophic ties between our country 
and the nation of Poland. The United 
States must support the Polish people 
in their time of need, and seek a 
peaceful resolution of the current 
crisis. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, I 
yield to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. SOLOMON). 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding so 
that I might personally thank the 
chairman of the Committee on For-

eign Affairs, and the ranking member, 
the gentleman from Michigan <Mr. 
BROOMFIELD), and the gentleman from 
Nebraska <Mr. DAUB), and the gentle
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. NELLI
GAN), for bringing this very, very vital 
and important issue to the floor. I 
urge its unanimous passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
resolution. Last March, I filed a very 
similar resolution but I am very happy 
to speak in favor of this proposal from 
my colleague from Nebraska. 

The council of the NATO alliance 
suggested last year that any interven
tion by the Soviets in Poland would 
have very severe consequences for 
East/West relations. Secretary Haig 
has endorsed those views. 

So this resolution is nothing more 
than putting the U.S. Congress on 
record as being in support of the ad
ministration's policy. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of poland 
are very brave. They have taken cou
rageous steps in the last few months 
to seek more freedom. The American 
people share a very close cultural bond 
with the Poles. Some of our most dis
tinguished citizens have been of Polish 
descent. They have contributed much 
to this country. 

We are not trying to tell the Polish 
people how to run their country. They 
are fully capable of running their own 
nation. But the Congress must go on 
record in opposition to Soviet expan
sionism, whether it is in Afghanistan, 
Africa, Asia, or Europe. The Soviet 
leaders must know that the American 
people will not stand by and watch 
Soviet tanks roll into another country. 

Mr. Speaker, let the people of 
Poland resolve their own problems. 
That's all we ask. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, I 
support House Resolution 124, which 
accurately and succinctly expresses 
the sense of the House of Representa
tives concerning the position of our 
Nation on the differences which have 
yet to be resolved between Polish 
workers and the Polish Government. 
Most importantly, House Resolution 
124 comme:pds the ongoing peaceful 
negotiations between Polish Govern
ment and worker representatives to re
solve their differences; and clearly 
states that the United States will not 
condone any actions of external ag
gression or officially sanctioned inter
nal repression which are intended to 
force or squash the position of either 
side in the dispute. 

Given the tremendous concern of 
the American people about the cur
rent situation in Poland, and the deli
cate and potentially explosive nature 
of the recent developments in that 
country, it is essential that the House 
of Representatives clearly states the 
position of our Nation on the issue of 
Poland. House Resolution 124 per
forms this essential task well. 

In addition, I would like to take this 
opportunity to express my praise an 
admiration for Solidarity and the 
Polish people. I had the distinct honor 
and privilege of cochairing with our 
colleague, CLEM ZABLOCKI, the Presi
dent's delegation to the funeral of 
Cardinal Wyszynski. During that trip, 
I was able to talk with Lech Walesa 
and to get a sense of the attitude of 
the Polish people. I was very im
pressed by their dedication to social, 
economic, and political reform, and 
their determination to achieve these 
goals through peaceful means. 

It is a great hope of this Nation and 
all freedom-loving peoples that the 
process of reform in Poland that is un
derway will continue. The House of 
Representatives can help to protect 
this process of reform by passing 
House Resolution 124. 

Mr. Speaker, further reserving the 
right to object, I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN), one of 
the original sponsors of this resolu
tion. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I rise in vigorous support of House 
Resolution 124. I have been very con
cerned, as Members of this body are 
aware, with the observance of human 
rights throughout the world ever since 
I first came to the House; but nothing 
has thrilled me so much as the efforts 
of the Polish people to regain for 
themselves a modicum of freedom. It 
is inspiring to people all over the 
world. It shows them that even in the 
face of a brutal tyranny sponsored by 
another country, a determined people 
can successfully force their govern
ment to recognize their basic human 
rights. 

But the Polish drama is not over. 
The Soviet Union with the Red army 
always poses a threat to very substan
tial gains by the Polish people. The 
House must express itself in the 
strongest possible words that the 
United States will not stand idly by if 
the Soviet armed forces were to invade 
Poland. We must make it plain to the 
Soviet rulers that the people of the 
United States will stand as one in sup
port of severe sanctions if the Soviet 
Union tries to roll back the tide of his
tory and human freedom in Poland. 

All over the world people are strug
gling for greater democracy and great
er observance of their basic human 
rights. The focus of the world is now 
on Poland. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
further rese;rving the right to object, I 
yield to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. GILMAN). 

D 1040 
Mr. GILLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 

of House Resolution 124. As a cospon
sor of this resolution, I would first like 
to commend the author of the resolu
tion, the gentleman from Nebraska 
<Mr. DAUB) for his leadership on this 
issue and the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, Mr. ZABLOCKI and Mr. 
BROOMFIELD, respectively, for their 
role in expeditiously bringing this res
olution to the floor. 

It is indeed appropriate that we 
should consider this important resolu
tion on Poland today on the eve of the 
sixth anniversary of the signing of the 
Helsinki accords. House Resolution 
124 supports those fundamental be
liefs of self-determination and rejec
tion of external interference in that 
country that are such an important 
part of the Helsinki agreements. 

Specifically, the resolution com
mends the peaceful attempts to re
solve the Polish crisis and supports 
the efforts of the President to work 
with other nations to ease Poland's 
economic difficulties and to provide 
needed food supplies at favorable 
prices. It also states that while qur 
hope that a peaceful resolution of cur
rent difficulties will continue, the 
United States could not remain indif
ferent to any external aggression or 
internal repression. Such aggression or 
repression would be viewed as a dis
ruption of the international peace and 
security and would have serious conse
quences for East-West relations. 

Just yesterday, I inserted into the 
RECORD a recent statement on Polish 
solidarity by Monsignor Bela Varga, 
the chairman of the Hungarian Com
mittee, an organization of democratic 
Hungarian politicians exiled by the 
Communist regime in Hungary. Monsi
gnor Varga, who formerly served as 
Speaker of the Hungarian Parliament, 
expressed the importance of the 
Polish struggle not only for the Polish 
people but for all peoples in the 
region. Their success will certainly 
benefit all people behind the Iron Cur
tain as it weakens the colonizing 
power of the Soviet Union. 

For the American people, of which 
so many are of Polish heritage, there 
is great concern about developments 
now taking place in that country. By 
adopting this resolution we officially 
voice our concern and clearly state our 
support for the peaceful self-determi
nation of the Polish people. 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to 
join the cosponsors of this resolution 
in full support of House Resolution 
124. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Further reserv
ing the right to object, I yield to the 
gentleman from Arkansas <Mr. ALEX-
ANDER). . 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Last fall I had 
the opportunity to meet with Francois 

Blanchard, Secretary General of the 
International Labor Organization, lo
cated in Geneva. At that time the Soli
darity movement in Poland was begin
ning to make the news. 

Since then, I have been heartened 
by the apparent willingness of the 
Polish Communist Party to work with 
the Solidarity labor movement. Po
land's achievement may represent a 
watershed in the evolvement of the 
Eastern European Communist coun
tries. For this very reason, however, 
there still exists the threat of either 
internal or external repression of 
these hard-fought freedoms which the 
Polish people have won. I therefore 
join my colleagues in this resolution 
which will convey to the Polish people 
our support. 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Further reserv
ing the right to object, I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HERTEL). 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the resolution and I am 
very happy to see such strong biparti
san support, and also to see such 
strong language in this resolution so 
that the Polish people and the Rus
sian Government will know that the 
United States will not sit idly by and 
allow any aggression to occur in 
Poland. 

The situation in the last few days 
again has become more serious. So I 
think it is very appropriate that we 
pass this resolution today, and I would 
hope unanimously. 

The American people have a great 
kinship with the Polish people that 
has gone on for centuries. We have 
shared the ideals of democracy, of 
freedom, and it is so important that 
this resolution be passed by the House 
so that the dark days of the Russian 
onslaught in Hungary and Czechoslo
vakia will not be allowed to happen 
again by our Government. 
e Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I think 
it is fitting that the Congress should 
formally express its concern for the 
situation in Poland. 

What has happened in that country 
is extraordinary. After over 40 years of 
continual domination by totalitarian 
powers-Nazi Germany and Soviet 
Communism-the people of Poland 
have not only kept alive the flame of 
liberty but have now shown that flame 
to the world, as a symbol of determi
nation, courage and faith. 

In a sense, the workers of Poland 
and their families have become teach
ers of the world-they teach us how 
important freedom is by their exam
ple. 

Anyone fortunate enough to be 
living in a free country owes a debt of 
thanks to the people of Poland for re
minding us how precious freedom is 
and what people are willing to risk 
just to get a taste of it. 

I know that Radio Free Europe, and 
the Voice of America will broadcast 
the news of this resolution to the 
Polish people and that Radio Liberty 
will tell people in the Soviet Union. 
The very fact that the Congress has 
formally recognized the plight of the 
Polish people is a victory for solidari
ty. 

Any attempt to put an end to the 
Solidarity movement either through 
armed invasion or the more insidious, 
but just as deadly, policy of internal 
repression, would indeed have "serious 
consequences for East-West relations." 

So, as we salute the Polish people, 
let us also thank them. What they are 
doing now will be seen by history as a 
turning point in the history of free
dom in Europe. It is extremely impor
tant that the gains they have made 
not be taken away and that they con
tinue to express their basic human 
right for freedom. 

The policy of the United States 
should support that effort. I am glad 
therefore that we are on record as sup
porting the peaceful assets of the 
Polish people to regain what is theirs 
by right.e 
•Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the resolution of
fered by my colleague, the distin
guished gentleman from Nebraska. 
This resolution expresses the United 
States great concern for the people of 
Poland should any external aggression 
or internal repression take place. This 
resolution further states that any 
such occurrences would have serious 
consequences for East-West relations. 

The entire world is closely watching 
the situation in Poland, particularly 
the Soviet Union. This month, Poland 
held its First National Party Congress 
since the labor strikes last summer 
and elected its leadership by demo
cratic ballot. This is the first time in 
history that any Communist nation 
has elected its party leadership by 
secret ballot. The Soviet Union is re
maining very cautious toward the 
Polish Government and Soviet troops 
are still maintained in a state of readi
ness on the Polish borders. 

This is a bipartisan resolution that is 
in line with the administration's policy 
toward Poland. I, therefore, urge my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
support this resolution.• 
•Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the resis
tence of the Polish people to the pres
sure from their government to modify 
their demands for economic and politi
cal reform, as well as to the clear 
threats from the Soviet Union, is an 
inspiration to all of us. 

I approve of many of the sentiments 
expressed in House Resolution 124, 
however, I believe it makes the funda
mental mistake of confusing the 
Polish Government with the Polish 
people. 
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The people of Poland are demanding 

an end to the disastrous economic poli
cies, and the intolerable political re
pression, of the Communist dictator
ship. Since such tyranny is integral to 
the nature of Communist systems, it is 
only when that system falls that they 
will be able to permanently achieve 
their goals. For now, they have only 
gained "concessions" from the Gov
ernment-not the rights to which we 
are all entitled. 

The Polish Government, on the 
other hand, while refusing to abandon 
its socialist economics-and while re
maining ready to pounce on the people 
if "things go to far"-has managed to 
enlist the support of the West in prop
ping up a system doomed to failure. 
Thus, under pressure from Western 
governments, part of Poland's $25 bil
lion-plus debt has been "resched
uled" -though the country is actually 
in default on its loan payments-and 
now the U.S. Government, with the 
approval of this House, will help the 
Polish Government quell the rising 
tide of discontent in Poland over the 
acute shortages of food by providing 
$55 million in credits to buy food, and 
additional amounts in surplus produce 
of the United States. 

Whose side is the United States on? 
The Communist Party of Poland's? 
Or, the Polish people? I think that 
most Americans would choose the 
latter. 

But, there are those in this country 
who would play "realpolitik" by main
taining that the independence of 
Poland from the Soviet Union is the 
main goal we should pursue; therefore, 
assistance to the Polish Communists 
to help them maintain power is in our 
best interests. 

I disagree. Whether the totalitarian
ism is homegrown in Warsaw or fer
mented in the Kremlin, it is the same 
to the people crushed by it. Under 
such circumstances, trying to make 
things merely marginally better will 
only delay, and perhaps permanently 
frustrate, the movement toward liber
ty. 

Rather, we should see what assist
ance Americans voluntarily are willing 
to give directly to the people of 
Poland, not its government, and desist 
in our counterproductive economic as
sistance to the oppressors. 

As for the national interests of the 
United States: They remain what they 
have always been, protection of our 
own country, resistence to tyranny in 
any form, and support-both spiritual
ly and in voluntary assistance-to all 
of those struggling for freedom 
around the world today. The Soviet 
Union is not our enemy so much as 
the ideas on which it was founded; we 
cannot afford to engage in gamesman
ship with a particular tyranny, while 
failing to see that it is tyranny itself 
that is our enemy. 

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, I 
must vote against this resolution, 
though I recognize the sincere motives 
of the Members of this body in passing 
it .• 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
ADDABBO). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Wiscon
sin? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol

lows: 
H. RES. 124 

Whereas the International Covenant on 
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and 
the International Covenant on Civil and Po
litical Rights provide that "all peoples have 
the right on self-determination"; 

Whereas any aggression against Poland by 
outside forces would be contrary to interna
tional law and commitments, including the 
United Nations Charter and the Final Act 
of the Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe; and 

Whereas the workers and government of
ficials of Poland have recently dealt with 
their differences peaceably through negoti
ations: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa
tives-

< 1) commends the peaceful attempts to re
solve differences between the workers and 
government officials in Poland; 

(2) welcomed the visit to the United 
States by the First Deputy Prime Minister 
Jagielski; 

< 3) would consider any aggression against 
Poland by outside forces to be a disruption 
of international peace and security; 

<4) would view with grave concern the use 
of officially sanctioned repression by inter
nal forces in Poland; 

(5) considers that the United States could 
not remain indifferent to any external ag
gression or internal repression against the 
people of Poland and that such develop
ments would have serious consequences for 
East-West relations; 

(6) supports the President in efforts to 
work with other nations to ease Poland's 
economic difficulties and further supports 
the decision by the United States Govern
ment to sell surplus food supplies to Poland 
at concessionary prices and in the Polish 
currency provided that neither external ag
gression nor internal repression occurs; and 

(7) expresses the hope that the Polish 
workers and the Polish Government will 
continue to resolve their differences 
through peaceful negotiations. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that 
a quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device and there were-yeas 410, nays 
1, not voting 23, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
Au Coin 
Badham 
Bafalis 
Bailey<MO> 
Bailey <PA) 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Beard 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Brown <CO> 
Brown <OH> 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins <IL> 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deckard 
Dellums 
DeNardis 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 

July 30, 1981 
[Roll No. 1791 
YEAS-410 

Dixon Hubbard 
Donnelly Huckaby 
Dorgan Hughes 
Dornan Hunter 
Dougherty Hutto 
Dowdy Hyde 
Downey Ireland 
Dreier Jacobs 
Duncan Jeffries 
Dunn Jenkins 
Dwyer Johnston 
Dyson Jones <NC) 
Early Jones <OK> 
Eckart Jones <TN> 
Edgar Kastenmeier 
Edwards CAL> Kazen 
Edwards <CA> Kemp 
Edwards <OK> Kildee 
Emerson Kindness 
Emery Kogovsek 
English Kramer 
Erdahl LaFalce 
Erlenborn Lagomarsino 
Ertel Lantos 
Evans <DE> Latta 
Evans <GA) Leach 
Evans <IA> Leath 
Evans <IN> LeBoutillier 
Fary Lee 
Fazio Lehman 
Fenwick Leland 
Ferraro Lent 
Fiedler Levitas 
Fields Lewis 
Findley Livingston 
Fish Loeffler 
Fithian Long <LA> 
Flippo Long <MD> 
Florio Lott 
Foglietta Lowery <CA> 
Foley Lowry <WA> 
Ford CTN> Lujan 
Forsythe Luken 
Fountain Lundine 
Fowler Lungren 
Frank Madigan 
Frenzel Markey 
Frost Marks 
Fuqua Marlenee 
Garcia Marriott 
Gaydos Martin <IL> 
Gejdenson Martin <NC> 
Gephardt Martin <NY> 
Gilman Matsui 
Ginn Mattox 
Glickman Mavroules 
Gonzalez Mazzoli 
Goodling Mcclory 
Gore Mccloskey 
Gradison McColl um 
Gramm Mccurdy 
Green McDade 
Gregg McEwen 
Grisham McGrath 
Guarini McHugh 
Gunderson McKinney 
Hagedorn Mica 
Hall <OH> Michel 
Hall, Ralph Mikulski 
Hall, Sam Miller <CA> 
Hamilton Miller <OH> 
Hammerschmidt Mineta 
Hance Mitchell <MD> 
Hansen <ID> Mitchell <NY> 
Hansen CUT> Moakley 
Harkin Moffett 
Hartnett Molinari 
Hatcher Mollohan 
Hawkins Montgomery 
Heckler Moore 
Hefner Moorhead 
Hendon Morrison 
Hertel Mottl 
Hightower Murphy 
Hiler Murtha 
Hillis Myers 
Holland Napier 
Hollenbeck Natcher 
Holt Neal 
Hopkins Nelligan 
Horton Nelson 
Howard Nichols 
Hoyer Nowak 
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O'Brien Rousselot Swift 
Oakar Roybal Synar 
Oberstar Rudd Tauke 
Obey Russo Tauzin 
Ottinger Sabo Taylor 
Oxley Santini Thomas 
Panetta Sawyer Traxler 
Parris Scheuer Udall 
Pashayan Schroeder Vander Jagt 
Patman Schulze Vento 
Patterson Seiberling Volkmer 
Pease Sensenbrenner Walgren 
Pepper Shamansky Walker 
Perkins Shannon Wampler 
Petri Sharp Washington 
Peyser Shaw Watkins 
Pickle Shelby Waxman 
Porter Shumway Weaver 
Price Shuster Weber<MN> 
Pritchard Siljander Weber<OH> 
Pursell Simon Weiss 
Quillen Skeen White 
Rahall Skelton Whitehurst 
Railsback Smith<AL> Whitley 
Rangel Smith <IA> Whittaker 
Ratchford Smith<NE> Whitten 
Regula Smith <NJ> Williams<MT> 
Reuss Smith <OR> Williams <OH> 
Rhodes Smith <PA> Wilson 
Richmond Snowe Winn 
Rinaldo Snyder Wirth 
Ritter Solarz Wolf 
Roberts <KS> Solomon Wolpe 
Roberts <SD> Spence Wortley 
Robinson St Germain Wright 
Rodino Stangeland Wyden 
Roe Stanton Wylie 
Roemer Stark Yates 
Rogers Staton Yatron 
Rose Stenholm Young<FL> 
Rosenthal Stokes Young<MO> 
Rostenkowski Stratton Zablocki 
Roth Studds Zeferetti 
Roukema Stump 

NAYS-1 
Paul 

NOT VOTING-23 
Andrews Fascell McDonald 
Burton, John Ford <MI> Minish 
Chisholm Gibbons Savage 
Clay Gingrich Schneider 
Cotter Goldwater Schumer 
Crockett Gray Trible 
Daniel, R. W. Heftel Young<AK> 
Dymally Jeffords 

0 1100 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous material on the 
resolution just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

PRISONER OF WAR 
AND HEALTH-CARE 
ACT OF 1981 

BENEFITS 
SERVICES 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's table the bill <H.R. 1100) 
to amend title 38, United States Code, 
to expand eligibility of former prison
ers of war for certain benefits and 

health-care services provided by the 
Veterans' Administration, and for 
other purposes, with Senate amend
ments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments with amend
ments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the Senate amend
ments and the House amendments to 
the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend
ments and the House amendments to 
the Senate amendment.s. as follows: 

Senate amendments: Strike out all after 
the enacting clause, and insert: 
That this Act may be cited as the "Former 
Prisoners of War Benefits Act of 1981". 

SEC. 2. (a) Chapter 3 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended by adding after sec
tion 220 the following new section: 
"§ 221. Advisory Committee on Former Pris

oners of War 
"(a)(l) The Administrator shall establish 

an advisory committee to be known as the 
Advisory Committee on Former Prisoners of 
War <hereafter referred to in this section as 
the 'Committee'). 

"(2) The members of the Committee shall 
be appointed by the Administrator from the 
general public, shall serve for terms to be 
determined by the Administrator, not to 
exceed three years, and shall include-

"(A) appropriate representatives of veter
ans who were held as prisoners of war; 

"(B) individuals who are recognized au
thorities in fields pertinent to disabilities 
prevalent among former prisoners of war, 
including authorities in epidemiology, 
mental health, nutrition, geriatrics, and in
ternal medicine; and 

"(C) appropriate representatives of dis
abled veterans. 

"(3) The Committee shall also include as 
ex officio members the Chief Medical Direc
tor and the Chief Benefits Director, or their 
designees. 

"(b) The Administrator shall, on a regular 
basis, consult with and seek the advice of 
the Committee with respect to the adminis
tration of benefits under this title to veter
ans who were held as prisoners of war, and 
the compensation, health care, and rehabili
tation needs of such veterans. 

"(c) Not later than July 1, 1982, and not 
later than July 1 of each even-numbered 
year thereafter, the Committee shall submit 
to the Administrator a report on the pro
grams and activities of the Veterans' Admin
istration that pertain to veterans who were 
held as prisoners of war, and shall include 
in each such report an assessment of the 
compensation, health care, and rehabilita
tion needs of such veterans, a review of the 
programs and activities of the Veterans' Ad
ministration designed to meet such needs, 
and such recommendations, including rec
ommendations for administrative and legis
lative actions, as the Committee determines 
appropriate. The Administrator shall 
submit such report to the Congress forth
with with any comments the Administrator 
determines appropriate. The Committee 
may also submit to the Administrator such 
other reports and recommendations as the 
Committee determines appropriate. The Ad
ministrator shall submit with each annual 
report submitted to the Congress pursuant 
to section 214 of this title a summary of all 
reports and recommendations of the Com
mittee submitted to the Administrator since 
the previous annual report of the Adminis-

trator was submitted to the Congress pursu
ant to such section.". 

(b) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding after 
the item relating to section 220 the follow
ing new item: 
"221. Advisory Committee on Former Pris

oners of War.". 
SEc. 3. (a) Section 101 of title 38, United 

States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

"(32) The term 'prisoner of war' means a 
veteran who, while serving in the active 
military, naval or air service was forcibly de
tained or interned in line of duty by an 
enemy government or its agents, or a hostile 
force-

"(A) during a period of war; or 
"(B) during any period other than a 

period of war in which such veteran was 
held under circumstances which the Admin
istrator finds comparable to the circum
stances under which persons have generally 
been forcibly detained or interned during 
periods of war.". 

(b) Section 612(b)(7) is amended by strik
ing out "of World War I, World War II, the 
Korean conflict, or the Vietnam era". 

SEC. 4. Section 312 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended by-

< 1) striking out subsection (b) in its entire
ty; 

(2) redesignating subsection (c) as subsec
tion (b); and 

(3) amending subsection (b) as redesignat
ed in clause (2) of this section to read as fol
lows: 

"(b) For the purposes of this title and sub
ject to the provisions of section 313 of this 
title-

"<1) in the case of any veteran who was 
held as a prisoner of war for not less than 
thirty days, the disease of-

"(A) avitaminosis, 
"<B) beriberi <including beriberi heart dis-

ease), 
"(C) chronic dysentery, 
"(D) helminthiasis, 
"(E) malnutrition <including optic atrophy 

associated with malnutrition), 
"(F) pellagra, or 
"(G) any other nutritional deficiency, and 
"(2) in the case of any veteran who, while 

so serving, was held as a prisoner of war for 
any period of time, the disease of psychosis 
which becomes manifest as a disability to a 
degree of 10 per centum or more after such 
service, shall be considered to have been in
curred in or aggravated by such service, not
withstanding that there is no record of such 
disease during the period of service.". 

SEc. 5. Section 610(a) of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended by-

(1) striking out "and" at the end of clause 
(3); 

(2) redesignating clause (4) as clause (5); 
and 

(3) inserting after clause (3) the following · 
new clause: 

"(4) any veteran who was held as a prison
er of war; and". 

SEc. 6. Section 612(i) of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended by-

( 1) redesignating clause (4) as clause (5); 
and 

(2) inserting after clause (3) the following 
new clause: 

"(4) To any veteran described in section 
610(a)(4) of this title.". 

SEC. 7. (a) In order to assist in the further 
development of statutory and administra
tive policies regarding the needs of veterans 
who are former prisoners of war by address-
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ing certain issues not resolved on basis of 
the study submitted pursuant to section 305 
of Public Law 95-479, the Administrator of 
Veterans' Affairs <hereafter referred to in 
this section as "Administrator") shall con
duct a further study of the health of former 
prisoners of war. In carrying out such study 
the Administrator shall examine-

(1) the types, combinations, severity, and 
frequency of occurrences of physical and 
mental disabilities (including but not limit
ed to psychoneuroses, arthritis, respiratory 
and gastrointestinal disorders, and frozen 
feet residuals) particularly prevalent among 
such veterans: 

(2) a representative sample of the cases of 
such veterans whose claims for disability 
compensation under chapter 11 of title 38, 
United States Code, have been denied; and 

(3) any other factors considered relevant 
to the issues whether <A> additional pre
sumptions should be established to assist 
such veterans in obtaining determinations 
that their disabilities are the result of their 
experiences as prisoners of war, and <B> the 
eligibility of any such veterans for health
care services from the Veterans' Administra
tion should be expanded. 

(b) Not later than December 31, 1982, the 
Administrator shall prepare and transmit to 
the Congress a report on the results of the 
study required by this section. Such report 
shall include such recommendations for ad
ministrative and legislative action as the Ad
ministrator considers may be necessary to 
meet the needs of veterans who are former 
prisoners of war for disability compensation 
and health-care services. 

(c) In preparing the design of and con
ducting the study required by this section 
and in preparing the report required by this 
section, the Administrator shall consult 
with the Advisory Committee on Former 
Prisoners of War established pursuant to 
section 221 of title 38, United States Code 
<as added by section 2 of this Act). 

SEC. 8. <a> Notwithstanding any provision 
of law-

(1) any veteran who was held as a prisoner 
of war <as defined in paragraph (32) of sec
tion 101 of title 38, United States Code, as 
added by section 3(a) of this Act) may, not 
later than December 31, 1982, file a claim 
for disability compensation under chapter 
11 of title 38, United States Code, based 
upon a mental disorder with respect to 
which a previous such claim was disallowed 
prior to January 1, 1981; and 

(2) any claim filed pursuant to clause (1) 
of this subsection shall for all purposes 
under such title be considered an original 
claim. 

(b) The Administrator shall, to the maxi
mum extent feasible and in order to carry 
out the requirements of subchapter IV of 
chapter 3 of such title seek out and provide 
information to veterans affected by the pro
visions of subsection <a> regarding the op
portunity to file a claim for disability com
pensation pursuant to such subsection. 

SEC. 9. (a) Except as provided in subsec
tion (b), the amendments made by this Act 
shall be effective on the date of enactment. 

(b) The amendments made by section 4 of 
this Act shall become effective October 1, 
1981. 

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to 
amend title 38, United States Code, to im
prove certain programs of Veterans' Admin
istration benefits for veterans who are 
former prisoners of war, and for other pur
poses.". 

House amendments to Senate amend
ments: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 

inserted by the Senate amendment to the 
text of the bill, insert the following: 
That <a> this Act may be cited as the 
"Former Prisoner of War Benefits Act of 
1981". 

(b) Whenever in this Act an amendment 
or repeal is expressed in terms of an amend
ment to, or repeal of, a section or other pro
vision, the reference shall be considered to 
be made to a section or other provision of 
title 38, United States Code. 

SEC. 2. (a) Chapter 3 is amended by insert
ing after section 220 the following new sec
tion: 
"§ 221. Advisory Committee on Former Pris-

oners of War · 
"(a)(l) The Administrator shall establish 

an advisory committee to be known as the 
Advisory Committee on Former Prisoners of 
War <hereinafter in this section referred to 
as the 'Committee'). 

"(2) The members of the Committee shall 
be appointed by the Administrator from the 
general public and shall include-

"<A> appropriate representatives of veter
ans who are former prisoners of war; 

"(B) individuals who are recognized au
thorities in fields pertinent to disabilities 
prevalent among former prisoners of war, 
including authorities in epidemiology, 
mental health, nutrition, geriatrics, and in
ternal medicine; and 

"(C) appropriate representatives of dis
abled veterans. 
The Committee shall also include, as ex of
ficio members, the Chief Medical Director 
and the Chief Benefits Director, or their 
designees. 

"(3) The Administrator shall determine 
the number, terms of service, and pay and 
allowances of members of the Committee 
appointed by the Administrator, except that 
the term of service of any such member may 
not exceed three years. 

"(b) The Administrator shall, on a regular 
basis, consult with and seek the advice of 
the Committee with respect to the adminis
tration of benefits under this title for veter
ans who are former prisoners of war and the 
needs of such veterans with respect to com
pensation, health care, and rehabilitation. 

"(c) Not later than July 1, 1983, and not 
later than July 1 of each second year there
after, the Committee shall submit to the 
Administrator a report on the programs and 
activities of the Veterans' Administration 
that pertain to veterans who are former 
prisoners of war. The Committee shall in
clude in each such report an assessment of 
the needs of such veterans with respect to 
compensation, health care, and rehabilita
tion, a review of the programs and activities 
of the Veterans' Administration designed to 
meet such needs, and such recommenda
tions (including recommendations for ad
ministrative and legislative action) as the 
Committee considers to be appropriate. The 
Administrator shall immediately submit 
such report to the Congress with any com
ments concerning the report that the Ad
ministrator considers appropriate. The 
Committee may also submit to the Adminis
trator such other reports and recommenda
tions as the Committee considers appropri
ate. The Administrator shall submit with 
each annual report submitted to the Con
gress pursuant to section 214 of this title a 
summary of all reports and recommenda
tions of the Committee submitted to the Ad
ministrator since the previous annual report 
of the Administrator submitted to the Con
gress pursuant to such section.". 

Cb) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by inserting 

after the item relating to section 220 the 
following new item: 
"221. Advisory Committee on Former Pris

oners of War.". 
SEc. 3. (a) Section 101 is amended by 

adding at the end the following new para
graph: 

"(32) The term 'former prisoner of war' 
means a person who, while serving in the 
active military, naval or air service, was 
forcibly detained or interned in line of 
duty-

" CA> by an enemy government or its 
agents, or a hostile force, during a period of 
war; or 

"CB> by a foreign government or its 
agents, or a hostile force, during a period 
other than a period of war in which such 
person was held under circumstances which 
the Administrator finds to have been com
parable to the circumstances under which 
persons have generally been forcibly de
tained or interned by enemy governments 
during periods of war.". 

Cb) Clause <7> of section 612(b) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(7) from which a veteran who is a former 
prisoner of war and who was detained or in
terned for a period of not less than six 
months is suffering; or". 

SEC. 4. (a) Section 312 is amended
(1) by striking out subsection Cb); and 
(2) by redesignating subsection Cc) as sub

section Cb) and amending such subsection to 
read as follows: 

"(b) For the purposes of section 310 of 
this title and subject to the provisions of 
section 313 of this title, in the case of a vet
eran who is a former prisoner of war and 
who was detained or interned for not less 
than thirty days, the disease of-

"<1) avitaminosis, 
"(2) beriberi <including beriberi heart dis-

ease), 
"(3) chronic dysentery, 
"(4) helminthiasis, 
"(5) malnutrition Cincuding optic atrophy 

associated with malnutrition), 
"< 6) pellagra, 
"(7) any other nutritional deficiency, 
"(8) psychosis, or 
"(9) any of the anxiety states, 

which became manifest to a degree of 10 per 
centum or more after active military, naval, 
or air service shall be considered to have 
been incurred in or aggravated by such serv
ice, notwithstanding that there is no record 
of such disease during the period of serv
ice.". 

Cb) The amendments made by subsection 
(a) shall take effect on October 1, 1981. 

SEC. 5. (a) Section 610Ca) is amended-
(1) by striking out "and" at the end of 

clause (3); 
<2> by redesignating clause (4) as clause 

(5); and 
(3) by inserting after clause (3) the follow

ing new clause: 
"(4) a veteran who is a former prisoner of 

war; and". 
(b) Section 612(f) is amended-
( 1) by striking out "and" at the end of 

clause (1); 
(2) by striking out the period at the end of 

clause (2) and inserting in lieu thereof a 
semicolon and "and"; and 

(3) by inserting after clause (2) the follow
ing new clause: 

"(3) to any veteran who is a former prison
er of war.". 

(c) Section 612(i) is amended-
(1) by redesignating clause (4) as clause 

(5); and 
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<2> by inserting after clause (3) the follow

ing new clause: 
"(4} To any veteran who is a former pris-

oner of war.". 
Cd> The amendments made by this section 

shall take effect on October 1, 1981. 
SEC. 6. Ca) Not later than ninety days after 

the date of the enactment of this Act and at 
appropriate times thereafter, the Adminis
trator shall, to the maximum extent feasi
ble and in order to carry out the require
ments of the veterans outreach services pro
gram under subchapter IV of chapter 3 of 
title 38, United States Code, seek out former 
prisoners of war and provide them with in
formation regarding applicable changes in 
law, regulations, policies, guidelines, or 
other directives affecting the benefits and 
services to which former prisoners of war 
are entitled under such title by virtue of the 
amendments made by this Act. 

(b)Cl} The Administrator shall, for not 
less than the three-year period beginning 
ninety days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, maintain a centralized record 
showing all claims for benefits under chap
ter 11 of such title that are submitted by 
former prisoners of war and the disposition 
of such claims. 

(2) Not later than ninety days after the 
end of the three-year period described in 
paragraph (1), the Administrator shall, 
after consulting with and receiving the 
views of the Advisory Committee on Former 
Prisoners of War required to be established 
pursuant to section 221 of such title, submit 
a report on the results of the disposition of 
claims described in such paragraph, togeth
er with any comments or recommendations 
that the Administrator may have, to the ap
propriate committees of Congress. The Ad
ministrator may also submit to such com
mittees interim reports on such results. 

<c> For the purposes of this section, the 
term "former prisoner of war" has the 
meaning given such term in paragraph (32) 
of section 101 of title 38, United States Code 
<as added by section 3Ca> of this Act>. 

In lieu of the amendment of the Senate to 
the title of the bill, amend the title so as to 
read: "An Act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve certain benefit pro
grams of the Veterans' Administration for 
veterans who are former prisoners of war, 
and for other purposes.". 

Mr. MONTGOMERY (during the 
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the Senate amend
ments and the proposed House amend
ments to the Senate amendments be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
under my reservation of objection I 
yield to the very able chairman of the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs to ex
plain exactly what our agreement is 
with the other body. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding, 
and I will be brief. 

Mr. Speaker, on June 2, 1981, the 
House passed H.R. 1100, the Prisoner 
of War Benefits and Health-Care Serv
ices Act of 1981. The bill was passed by 
the Senate on June 4, with amend
ments. 

There were a number of provisions 
in the House-passed bill which were 
either deleted or drastically modified 
by the Senate amendments. I am 
happy to say that we have resolved 
our differences and have retained the 
major parts of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, in the study by the 
Veterans' Administration mandated by 
Public Law 95-479, it was clearly dem
onstrated that one of the most 
common disabilities affecting former 
POW's was mental disorders. The VA, 
in its study, dated June 1980, conclud
ed that-

A comparison of service-connected anxiety 
neurosis among former European Theater 
POW's • • • revealed that anxiety neurosis 
appears in a significantly greater amount 
among these former POW's than among 
other service-connected wartime veterans. 

Prior to 1980, former POW's with 
mental disorders were not entitled to 
service-connected benefits unless the 
condition was either shown in service 
or within 2 years after discharge. The 
VA changed its policy last year for 
combat veterans, including POW's. 
The agency will grant service connec
tion for post-traumatic stress neurosis 
if that disorder is diagnosed. In some 
cases this takes a long period of time 
to document. If implemented properly, 
this provision of the bill would allow 
the Veterans' Administration to grant 
service-connected benefits for most 
mental conditions attributable to 
former prisoners of war. 

The barbaric experiences of Ameri
can service men and women who were 
captured by the Japanese on Bataan 
and Corregidor will never be forgotten 
by those who survived the infamous 
death march. 

The need to recognize that such 
events leave lasting marks was clearly 
demonstrated after thorough consider
ation of the VA study and of the rec
ords established during hearings last 
year and this year by the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee. Understandably, the 
House in approving H.R. 1100 as re
ported by the committee saw the need 
for a change to permit the VA to es
tablish service connection for the re
sidual effects of their period of captiv
ity. The House-passed bill would have 
provided service connection for psy
chosis, psychoneurosis and psychophy
siologic disorders regardless of when 
they were first shown to exist. The 
Senate amendments deleted psycho
neurosis and psychophysiologic condi
tions. The compromise agreement to 
include psychosis, and anxiety states 
including post-traumatic stress disor
der represents the best we could work 
out with the other body. While these 
will cover the majority of the mental 
disorders related to the ordeals suf
fered by PO W's, I am certain that we 
can expect to hear of some worthy 
cases which will "fall in the cracks" 
and not be service connected by the 
Veterans' Administration. I will expect 

the advisory committee established 
under this bill to carefully monitor 
the claims processing of the VA re
gional offices and make appropriate 
recommendations to the Administra
tor and to the Congress if they see the 
need for changes in either VA policy 
or law. 

Another House provision deleted by 
the Senate but restored in the compro
mise agreement will provide outpa
tient treatment for all disabilities of 
former POW's. This was probably the 
benefit most sought by the former 
POW's who believe that their ordeals 
of captivity contribute significantly to 
what they describe as premature 
aging. The Veterans' Administration 
study included this legislative recom
mendation. 

Former prisoners of war will now be 
able to receive outpatient and inpa
tient medical treatment on a priority 
basis. Many prisoners of war who 
apply to the VA for treatment have 
been routinely def erred because they 
have not established that their medi
cal problems are service connected. 
These veterans, especially those who 
suffered starvation and torture at the 
hands of the Japanese during World 
War II believe that the hardships they 
endured then may well be the cause of 
their bad health today and it has 
often been demonstrated that many of 
these conditions appearing late in life 
are found to be service connected, 
either through the operation of pre
sumptions or simply based upon the 
facts of the situation. This provision, 
therefore, would provide prima facie 
entitlement to prompt medical care 
and services since delays in treatment 
are often prejudicial to these individ
uals' health. 

The agreement also provides for a 
reduction from 6 months to 30 days in
ternment for a finding of malnutri
tion. Current law provides such pre
sumption only if the prisoner of war 
was incarcerated for 6 months. 
Though dietary deficiencies are clear
ly a function of time and malnourish
ment, medical evidence reveals that a 
person can suffer from malnutrition in 
less than 6 months. diseases incurred 
as a result of malnutrition are: avita
minosis; beriberi, including beriberi 
heart disease; chronic dysentery; hel
minthiasis; optic atrophy associated 
with malnutrition; and pellagra. 

I am pleased that the bill redefines 
the term "prisoner of war" to include 
persons who, during active service 
during a period other than a period of 
war are held under circumstances that 
the Administrator finds comparable to 
circumstances involved in internment 
during a period of war. This would in
clude the hostages of the U.S.S. 
Pueblo and other related incidents. In 
addition, section 612(b)(7) relating to 
certain dental benefits would be 
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changed to conform to the new defini
tion. 

The Senate amendments call for re
ports from the Veterans' Administra
tion over the next 3 years on the dis
position of claims adjudicated under 
this act. In this manner, the advisory 
committee and the Veterans' Affairs 
Committees of the Congress can effec
tively monitor the actions of the 
agency in the implementation of the 
liberalization. In this manner, any 
need for modification in either the VA 
policy or the statute can be identified 
promptly. 

In addition, the administration 
would be required to seek out former 
POW's affected by the provisions of 
this act and provide them with inf or
mation regarding applicable changes 
in law, regulations, policies, guidelines, 
or other directives affecting the bene
fits to which they are entitled. 

A Senate amendment would have 
provided that a reopened claim under 
the provisions of this act be treated as 
an original claim. Because existing law 
on reopened claims is more beneficial 
under these circumstances, the com
promise agreement deletes this 
amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, this Nation owes a 
great debt to our former servicemen 
who defended their Nation in time of 
peril. We owe a special debt to those 
combat veterans who were captured by 
the enemy and suffered indescribable 
brutality and torture at the hand of 
their captors. Many of them attempt
ed to make an adjustment to civilian 
life after their release from captivity 
and from service and did not contact 
the VA for help until many years 
later. The fact that they did not seek 
assistance soon after the war has actu
ally worked to their detriment in es
tablishing that their physical and 
mental problems are the result of 
their service. This bill will go a long 
way toward overcoming this hurdle. It 
will make sure that they receive any 
needed medical care and that they are 
compensated for the delayed mental 
problems they are now experiencing. 

Mr. Speaker, the Congressional 
Budget Office has informed us that 
the cost of the proposed amendments 
are within the targets contained in the 
first congressional budget resolution. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup
port this bill. 

There follows a detailed explanation 
of the agreement reached with the 
other body on H.R. 1100: 
H.R. 1100, THE "FORMER PRISONER OF WAR 

BENEFITS ACT OF 1981"-EXPLANATORY 
STATEMENT 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON FORMER PRISONERS 
OF WAR 

Both the House bill and the Senate 
amendment would amend chapter 3 of title 
38, United States Code, to add a new section 
221 providing for the establishment of an 
Advisory Committee on Former Prisoners of 
War. The House bill would provide that the 
Administrator may establish an Advisory 

Committee and that the membership of 
such an Advisory Committee would include 
former POW's from World War II, the 
Korean conflict, and the Vietnam era, as 
well as recognized authorities in such fields 
as psychiatry, psychology, internal medi
cine, nutrition, and epidemiology; officials 
of other executive departments and agen
cies could also be included. The Advisory 
Committee would meet on a regular basis as 
prescribed by the Administrator and would 
submit reports to the Administrator at least 
once every two years. 

The Senate amendment would require the 
Administrator to establish an Advisory 
Committee and provide that the member
ship would serve for terms to be determined 
by the Administrator and comprise appro
priate representatives of former POW's in
dividuals who are recognized authorities in 
fields pertinent to disabilities prevalent 
among former POW's, including authorities 
in epidemiology, mental health, nutrition, 
geriatrics, and internal medicine, appropri
ate representatives of disabled veterans, 
and, as ex officio members, the Chief Medi
cal Director and the Chief Benefits Direc
tor, or their designees. The Administrator 
would be required, on a regular basis, to 
consult with and seek the advice of the Ad
visory Committee with respect to the ad
ministration of benefits to former POW's 
and the needs of such veterans for compen
sation, health care, and rehabilitation. The 
Advisory Committee would be required to 
submit the report to the Congress; the first 
biennual report would be due no later than 
July 1, 1982, and subsequent reports would 
be due by July 1 of each even-numbered 
year thereafter. The advisory Committee 
would be authorized to submit additional re
ports and recommendations to the Adminis
trator, and the Administrator would be re
quired to include a summary of such addi
tional reports and recommendations in the 
Administrator's annual report. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
which provides that the first biennual 
report would be submitted to the Congress 
no later than July 1, 1983, and that subse
quent biennual reports would be due by 
July 1 of each second year thereafter. 

DEFINITION OF FORMER PRISONER OF WAR 
The Senate amendment, but not the 

House bill, would amend section 101 of title 
38 to add a definition, for the purposes of 
that title, of the term "Prisoner of war" to 
include persons who, during active service 
during a period other than a period of war 
are held under circumstances that the Ad
ministrator finds comparable to circum
stances involved in internment during a 
period of war and would amend section 
612(b)(7), relating to certain dental benefits, 
to conform to the new definition. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
changing the term defined to "former pris
oner of war" and making technical correc
tions. 
IMPROVEMENTS RELATING TO VA COMPENSATION 

Both the House bill and the Senate 
amendment would amend section 312 of 
title 38, relating to presumptions of service 
connection for certain disabilities of former 
prisoners of war, to reduce the minimum in
ternment period required for the automatic 
application, in certain circumstances, of pre
sumptions relating to certain diseases that 
generally result from dietary problems and 
to psychoses. The House bill would reduce 
the minimum internment period from 6 
months to 60 days. The Senate amendment 
would reduce that period from 6 months to 

30 days in the case of the diseases resulting 
from dietary problems and would eliminate 
the length-of-internment requirement with 
respect to psychosis. 

The compromise agreement provides for a 
30-day minimum internment requirement in 
the case of all presumptions. 

Both the House bill and the Senate 
amendment would further amend section 
312 to eliminate the requirement that in 
order to be presumed service connected a 
psychosis must become manifest within two 
years of release from active duty. 

The compromise agreement contains this 
provision. 

The House bill, but not the Senate amend
ment, would further amend section 312 to 
add psychoneuroses and psychophysiologic 
disorders to the disorders to which specific 
presumptions apply and provide for those 
disorders to be dealt with in the same 
manner as psychoses. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
adding any of the anxiety states <including 
post-traumatic stress neurosis), instead of 
psychoneuroses and psychophysiologic dis
orders, to the disorders to which the pre
sumptions <modified as noted above) would 
apply. The Committees intend that the 
term "anxiety states" have the meaning 
prescribed under the heading "Anxiety 
States <or Anxiety Neuroses)" in the Diag
nostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Dis
orders <Third Edition), published by the 
American Psychiatric Association (pp. 230-
239) and, in the event that a subsequent edi
tion of that manual does not contain such a 
heading, the meaning that is provided in 
the subsequent edition for a category of dis
orders that the Administrator determines to 
be the corresponding category. 

The Senate amendment, but not the 
House bill, would amend further section 312 
to eliminate the two-step procedure for the 
application of the presumptions of service 
connection. 

The House recedes. 
IMPROVEMENTS RELATED TO VA HEALTH CARE 
Both the House bill and the Senate 

amendment, with technical differences, 
would amend section 610(a) of title 38, relat
ing to Veterans' Administration health-care 
eligibility, to provide former POW's with 
eligibility for hospital and nursing home 
care, prehospital and post-hosptial outpa
tient care, and outpatient care that would 
obviate a need for hospitalization. 

The compromise agreement contains such 
a provision. 

The House bill, but not the Senate amend
ment, would amend section 612(f), relating 
specifically to eligibility for outpatient care, 
to provide former POW's with eligibility
which would not be provided through the 
above-mentioned amendment to section 
610(a)-for VA outpatient health-care serv
ices for any disability. 

The Senate recedes. 
Both the House bill and the Senate 

amendment would amend section 612(i) of 
title 38, relating to priorities for VA health 
care, to place former POW's whose disabil
ities have not been determined to be service 
connected in a priority category (in the 
third priority in the House bill and in a new 
fourth priority in the Senate amendment> 
for outpatient care ahead of all other veter
ans who have no service-connected disabil
ities. 

The House recedes. 
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REQUIREMENTS FOR ADDITIONAL STUDY AND 

OUTREACH 
The Senate amendment, but not the 

House bill, would require the Administrator 
to conduct and submit to the Congress by 
December 31, 1982, a further, limited 
study-following up on certain questions 
not answered by the study conducted pursu
ant to Public Law 95-479-of specific physi
cal and mental disabilities prevalent among 
former POW's and denials of claims from 
former POW's for service-connected disabil
ity compensation in order to determine 
whether additional presumptions should be 
established and eligibility for health-care 
benefits should be expanded. 

The compromise agreement would require 
the Administrator, for not less than a three
year period beginning ninety days after the 
date of enactment, to maintain a centralized 
record of all claims of former POW's for dis
ability compensation and of the disposition 
of such claims. The committees expect that 
this record would include-to the extent the 
information can reasonably be discerned 
from the claims files-a description of each 
disability for which benefits are claimed, 
the rating claimed, a statement as to wheth
er the disability is claimed to be a result of 
the veteran's internment, and the disposi
tion of the claim at each level of adjudica
tion with respect to the issues of both serv
ice connection and degree of disability. The 
Committees further expect that prior to es
tablishing the process for maintaining the 
centralized record, the Administrator would 
consult with the new Advisory Committee 
on Former Prisoners of War, discussed 
above, so as to take into account that Com
mittee's views on how best to collect and 
record the required information and on any 
information or data that such Committee 
may desire. 

Ninety days after the expiration of the 
three-year data-collection period, the Ad
ministrator would be required to submit a 
final report on the results of the disposition 
of such claims, together with any recom
mendations that the Administrator may 
have, to the appropriate committees of the 
Congress. The Administrator would also 
have the authority to submit interim re
ports on such results, and the committees 
would expect the Administrator fo submit 
such reports when there is meaningful data 
to report. 

The Senate amendment, but not the 
House bill, would permit a former POW 
whose claim for disability compensation 
based on a mental disorder had been denied 
prior to January 1, 1981, to file a new claim 
that would for all purposes to be considered 
as an original claim. 

The Senate recedes. 
The Senate amendment, but not the 

House bill, would require the Administrator, 
to the maximum extent feasible and in 
order to carry out the requirements of sub
chapter IV of chapter 3 of title 38, relating 
to outreach programs, to seek out and pro
vide information to the former POW's who 
would be afforded the opportunity to re-file 
a claim for disability compensation based on 
a mental disorder. 

The compromise agreement <in connec
tion with the record of claims described 
above> would require the Administrator, no 
later than ninety days following enactment 
of this Act and at appropriate times thereaf
ter, to seek out former POW's affected by 
the provisions of this Act and provide them 
with information regarding applicable 
changes in law, regulations, policies, guide
lines, or other directives affecting the bene
fits to which they are entitled. 

EFFECTIVE DATES 
The House bill provides that the provi

sions relating to compensation and health 
care would be effective October 1, 1981; the 
other provisions, those relating to the pro
posed Advisory Committee, would take 
effect on the date of enactment. The Senate 
amendment provides that the provisions of 
the bill would, except for the provisions re
lating to compensation, which would be ef
fective on October 1, 1981, take effect on 
the date of enactment. 

The compromise agreement would provide 
that, except for the provisions relating to 
compensation and health care, which would 
be effective on October 1, 1981, the provi
sions of the bill take effect on the date of 
enactment. 

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE BY 
COMPROMISE AGREEMENT ON H.R. 1100 

Changes in existing law made by the com
promise agreement on H.R. 1100 are shown 
as follows <existing law proposed to be omit
ted is enclosed in brackets, new matter is 
printed in italic, existing law in which no 
change is proposed is shown in roman): 

TITLE 38-UNITED STATES CODE 

• • 
PART I-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

• • • 
CHAPTERl-GENERAL 

• • 
§ 101. Definitions 

For the purposes of this title
(1). 

• • 

• 

• 

• 
<32) The term ''former prisoner of war" 

means a person who, while serving in the 
active military, naval or air service, was 
forcibly detained or interned in line of 
duty-

<A> by an enemy government or its agents, 
or a hostile force, during a period of war; or 

<B> by a foreign government or its agent, 
or a hostile force, during a period other than 
a period of war in which such person was 
held under circumstances which the Admin
istrator finds to have been comparable to 
the circumstances under which persons have 
generally been forcibly detained or interned 
by enemy governments during periods of 
war. 

• • • 
CHAPTER 3-VETERANS' ADMINISTRA

TION; OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 

• • • 
SUBCHAPTER II-ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS' 

AFFAIRS 
210. Appointment and general authority of 

Administrator; Deputy Administrator. 
211. Decisions by Administrator; opinions of 

Attorney General. 
212. Delegation of authority and assignment 

of duties. 
213. Contracts and personal services. 
214. Report to the Congress. 
215. Publication of laws relating to veterans. 
217. Studies of rehabilitation of disabled 

persons. 
218. Standards of conduct and arrests for 

crimes at hospitals, domiciliaries, 
cemeteries, and other Veterans' Ad
ministration reservations. 

219. Evaluation and data collection. 
220. Coordination and promotion of other 

Federal programs affecting veterans 
and their dependents. 

221. Advisory Committee on Former Prison
ers of War. 

• • • • 
§ 221. Advisory Committee on Former Pris

oners of War 
(a)(l) The Administrator shall establish 

an advisory committee to be known as the 
Advisory Committee on Former Prisoners of 
War <hereinafter in this section referred to 
as the "Committee">. 

< 2> The members of the Committee shall be 
appointed by the Administrator from the 
general public and shall include-

<A > appropriate representatives of veter
ans who are former prisoners of war; 

<B> individuals who are recognized au
thorities in fields pertinent to disabilities 
prevalent among former prisoners of war, 
including authorities in epidemiology, 
mental health, nutrition, geriatrics, and in
ternal medicine; and 

< C> appropriate representatives of dis
abled veterans. 

The Committee shall also include, as ex offi
cio members, the Chief Medical Director and 
the Chief Benefits Director, or their desig
nees. 

<3> The Administrator shall determine the 
number, terms of service, and pay and al
lowances of members of the Committee ap
pointed by the Administrator, except that 
the term of service of any such member may 
not exceed three years. 

<b> The Administrator shall, on a regular 
basis, consult with and seek the advice of 
the Committee with respect to the adminis
tration of benefits under this title for veter
ans who are former prisoners of war and the 
needs of such veterans with respect to com
pensation, health care, and rehabilitation. 

<c> Not later than July 1, 1983, and not 
later than July 1 of each second year there
after, the Committee shall submit to the Ad
ministrator a report on the programs and 
activities of the Veterans' Administration 
that pertain to veterans who are former 
prisoners of war. The Committee shall in
clude in each such report an assessment of 
the needs of such veterans with respect to 
compensation, health care, and rehabilita
tion, a review of the programs and activities 
of the Veterans' Administration designed to 
meet such needs, and such recommendations 
<including recommendation for administra
tive and legislative action> as the Commit
tee considers to be appropriate. The Admin
istrator shall immediately submit such 
report to the Congress with any comments 
concerning the report that the Administra
tor considers appropriate. The Committee 
may also submit to the Administrator such 
other reports and recommendations as the 
Committee considers appropriate. The Ad
ministrator shall submit with each annual 
report submitted to the Congress pursuant 
to section 214 of this title a summary of all 
reports and recommendations of the Com
mittee submitted to the Administrator since 
the previous annual report of the Adminis
trator submitted to the Congress pursuant to 
such section. 

• • • 

. 
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PART II-GENERAL BENEFITS 

• 
CHAPTER 11-COMPENSATION FOR 

SERVICE-CONNECTED DISABILITY 
OR DEATH 

• 
SUBCHAPTER II-WARTIME DISABILITY 

COMPENSATION 

• • • 
§ 312. Presumptions relating to certain dis

eases and disabilities 
Ca) For the purposes of section 310 of this 

title, and subject to the provisions of section 
313 of this title, in the case of any veteran 
who served for ninety days or more during a 
period of war-

< 1) a chronic disease becoming manifest to 
a degree of 10 per centum or more within 
one year from the date of separation from 
such service; 

(2) a tropical disease, and the resultant 
disorders or disease originating because of 
therapy, administered in connection with 
such diseases, or as a preventative thereof, 
becoming manifest to a degree of 10 per 
centum or more within one year from the 
date of separation from such service, or at a 
time when standard or accepted treatises in
dicate that the incubation period thereof 
commenced during such service; 

(3) active tuberculosis disease developing a 
10 per centum degree of disability or more 
within three years from the date of separa
tion from such service; 

(4) multiple sclerosis developing a 10 per 
centum degree of disability or more within 
seven years from the date of separation 
from such service; 

(5) Hansen's disease developing a 10 per 
centum degree of disability or more within 
three years from the date of separation 
from such service; 
shall be considered to have been incurred in 
or aggravated by such service, notwithstand
ing there is no record of evidence of such 
disease during the period of service. 

[Cb) For the purposes of subsection Cc) of 
this section, any veteran who, while serving 
in the active military, naval, or air service, 
was held as a prisoner of war for not less 
than six months by the Imperial Japanese 
Government or the German Government 
during World War II, by the Government of 
North Korea during the Korean conflict, or 
by the Government of North Korea, the 
Government of North Vietnam or the Viet 
Cong forces during the Vietnam era, or by 
their respective agents, shall be deemed to 
have suffered from dietary deficiencies, 
forced labor, or inhumane treatment in vio
lation of the terms of the Geneva Conven
tions of July 27, 1929, and August 12, 1949.] 

[Cc)] Cb) For the purposes of section 310 
of this title and subject to the provisions of 
section 313 of this title, in the case of [any 
veteran who, while serving in the active 
military, naval, or air service and while held 
as a prisoner of war by an enemy govern
ment, or its agents during World War II, the 
Korean conflict, or the Vietnam era, suf
fered from dietary deficiencies, forced labor, 
or inhumane treatment Cin violation of the 
terms of the Geneva Conventions of July 
27, 1929, and August 12, 1949)] a veteran 
who is a former prisoner of war and who 
was detained or interned for not less than 
thirty days, the disease of-

[CU Avitaminosis, beriberi <including beri
beri heart disease>, chronic dysentery, hel-

minthiasis, malnutrition <including optic at
rophy associated with malnutrition), pella
gra, or any other nutritional deficiency, 
[which became tnanifest to a degree of 10 
per centum or more after such service; or 

((2) Psychosis which became manifest to 
a degree of 10 per centum or more within 
two years from the date of separation from 
such service;] 

(1) avitaminosis, 
(2) beriberi <including beriberi heart dis-

ease), 
< 3) chronic dysentery, 
< 4) helminthiasis, 
(5) malnutrition <including optic atrophy 

associated with malnutrition), 
(6) pellagra, 
( 7) any other nutritional deficiency, 
(8) psychosis, or 
< 9) any of the anxiety states, 

which became manifest to a degree of 10 per 
centum or more after active military, naval, 
or air service, shall be considered to have 
been incurred in or aggravated by such serv
ice, notwithstanding that there is no record 
of such disease during the period of service. 

• • • 
CHAPTER 17-HOSPITAL, NURSING 

HOME, DOMICILIARY, AND MEDICAL 
CARE 

• • 
SUBCHAPTER II-HOSPITAL, NURSING HOME OR 
DOMICILIARY CARE AND MEDICAL TREATMENT 

§ 610. Eligibility for hospital nursing home 
and domiciliary care 

(a) The Administrator, within the limits 
of Veterans' Administration facilities, may 
furnish hospital care or nursing home care 
which the Administrator determines is 
needed to-

< l)(A) any veteran for a service-connected 
disability; or <B> any veteran for a non-serv
ice-connected disability if such veteran is 
unable to defray the expenses of necessary 
hospital or nursing home care; 

(2) a veteran whose discharge or release 
from the active military, naval, or air serv
ice was for a disability incurred or aggravat
ed in line of duty; 

(3) a person who is in receipt of, or but for 
the receipt of retirement pay would be enti
tled to, disability compensation; [and] 

(4) a veteran who is a former prisoner of 
war; and 

[4] (5) any veteran for a non-service-con
nected disability if such veteran is sixty-five 
years of age or older. 

• • • • 
§ 612. Eligibility for medical treatment 

(a)••• 

• • • 

• 

• 
(b) Outpatient dental services and treat

ment, and related dental appliances, shall 
be furnished under this section only for a 
dental condition or disability-

(!) which is service-connected and com
pensable in degree; 

(2) which is service-connected, but not 
compensable in degree, but only <A> if it is 
shown to have been in existence at time of 
discharge or release from active military, 
naval, or air service and CB) if application 
for treatment is made within one year after 
such discharge or release, except that if a 
disqualifying discharge or release has been 
corrected by competent authority, applica-

tion may be made within one year after the 
date of correction or date of enactment of 
this exception, whichever is later; 

<3> which is a service-connected dental 
condition or disability due to combat 
wounds or other service trauma, or of a 
former prisoner of war; 

(4) which is associated with and is aggra
vating a disability resulting from some 
other disease or injury which was incurred 
in or aggravated by active military, naval, or 
air service; 

(5) which is a non-service-connected condi
tion or disability of a veteran for which 
treatment was begun while such veteran 
was receiving hospital care under this chap
ter and such services and treatment are rea
sonably necessary to complete such treat
ment; 

(6) from which a veteran of the Spanish
American War or Indian Wars is suffering; 

(7) from which [any] a veteran [of 
World War I, World War II, the Korean 
conflict, or the Vietnam era] who is a 
former prisoner of war and who was [held 
as a prisoner of war] detained or interned 
for a period of not less than six months is 
suffering; or 

(8) from which a veteran who has a serv
ice-connected disability rated as total is suf
fering. 

• 
(f) The Administrator, within the limits of 

Veterans' Administration facilities, may fur
nish medical services for any disability on 
an outpatient or ambulatory basis-

(1) to any veteran eligible for hospital 
care under section 610 of this title <A> 
where such services are reasonably neces
sary in preparation for, or <to the extent 
that the facilities are available) to obviate 
the need of, hospital admission, or (B) 
where such a veteran has been furnished 
hospital care and such medical services are 
reasonably necessary to complete treatment 
incident to such hospital care <for a period 
not in excess of twelve months after dis
charge from in-hospital treatment, except 
where the Administrator finds that a longer 
period is required by virtue of the disability 
being treated); [and] 

(2) to any veteran who has a service-con
nected disability rated at 50 per centum or 
more[.]; and 

(3) to any veteran who is a former prison
er of war. 

The Administrator may also furnish to 
any such veteran such home health services 
as the Administrator determines to be nec
essary or appropriate for the effective and 
economical treatment of a disability of a 
veteran (including only such improvements 
and structural alterations the cost of which 
does not exceed $600 or reimbursement up 
to such amount> as are necessary to assure 
the continuation of treatment or provide 
access to the home or to essential lavatory 
and sanitary facilities. The Administrator 
may also furnish outpatient dental services 
and treatment, and related appliances, to 
any veteran described in subsection (b)(7) of 
this section. 

• • 
(i) Not later than ninety days after the ef

fective date of this subsection, the Adminis
trator shall prescribe regulations to ensure 
that special priority in furnishing medical 
services under this section and any other 
outpatient care with funds appropriated for 
the medical care of veterans shall be accord-
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ed in the following order, unless compelling 
medical reasons require that such care be 
provided more expeditiously: 

< 1) To any veteran for a service-connected 
disability. 

<2) To any veteran described in subsection 
(f)(2) of this section. 

(3) To any veteran with a disability rated 
as service-connected <including any veteran 
being examined to determine the existence 
or rating of a service-connected disability). 

(4) To any veteran who is a former prison
er of war. 

[(4)] (5) To any veteran being furnished 
medical services under subsection (g) of this 
section. 

• • 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Further 

reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased that we have 
reached agreement with the other body 
on H.R. 1100. Many former prisoners of 
war have waited a long time to receive 
the benefits allowed by this bill. 

I am also pleased that our agree
ment provides that almost all of the 
provisions that were in the original 
House-passed version of H.R. 1100 
have been retained. Those provisions 
have already been explained by the 
distinguished chairman of our commit
tee, Mr. MONTGOMERY, and I need not 
repeat what he has said. The chair
man and I are in complete agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, malnutrition, anxiety, 
other mental illnesses, premature 
aging, and other conditions are often 
the common lot of former prisoners of 
war. It is of ten many years after incar
ceration that the disabilities become 
apparent. H.R. 1100 recognizes this 
and provides that any condition-no 
matter when it may occur-which 
these individuals may have-may be 
treated by the Veterans' Administra
tion on a priority basis, the bill also 
provides a presumption that many 
mental conditions of former POW's
again, no matter when they occur
were incurred during their military 
service and therefore compensation 
may be paid for such conditions. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

I withdraw my objection, Mr. Speak
er, and I thank the gentleman from 
Mississippi for his explanations. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi that the 
amendments be considered as read and 
printed in the RECORD? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the initial request 
of the gentleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 

in which to revise and extend their re
marks on the legislation just consid
ered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, 
AND GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
APPROPRIATION, 1982 
Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 4121) 
making appropriations for the Treas
ury Department, the U.S. Postal Serv
ice, the Executive Office of the Presi
dent, and certain independent agen
cies, for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1982, and for other purposes. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and to include extraneous mate
rial on the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
ROYBAL). 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 4121, with Mr. STUDDS in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com

mittee of the Whole rose on Tuesday, 
July 28, 1981, the Clerk had read 
through line 24 on page 5. 

Are there further amendments to 
this paragraph? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF OHIO 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair

man, I off er an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of 

Ohio: On page 5, after line 24, insert: 
For necessary expenses connected with 

any public-debt issues of the United States, 
in addition to the amount appropriated in 
the preceding paragraph, $13,500,000. 

0 1110 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair

man, this amendment is a very basic 
amendment and it states "for neces
sary expenses connected with any 
public debt issues of the United States 
in addition to the amount appropri
ated in the preceding paragraph, 
$13,500,000." 

What it does is restore funds for the 
Savings Bond Division. We have infor-
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mation that the Savings Bond Division 
of the Treasury Department has been 
very helpful. The arguments used ear
lier in order to delete from the total 
amount the appropriation for adminis
tration of the Savings Bond Division 
of the Treasury, in some cases, were 
very misleading. 

There are advantages to savings 
bonds and without the Savings Bond 
Division of Treasury we would not 
have $7 billion of savings bonds sold 
each year. 

The fact that the payroll savings 
and bond-a-month plans make regular 
purchases of savings bonds is an auto
matic and an effective way to save in 
amounts that can be tailored to any 
budget. In other words, there are 
many, many people who are buying 
savings bonds that do not have $10,000 
to purchase a Treasury bill, but it is a 
place to start. And the interest at the 
present time, held to maturity, is 9 
percent. 

We have statements indicating that 
many people cash in their bonds. Well, 
under the system they cannot cash in 
those bonds for 6 months after pur
chase. So it means that the bonds are 
worthwhile and, as a matter of fact, 
they saved the Federal Government 
about $12 billion in interest in the last 
10 years. 
It is very important that we have 

this particular amendment approved, 
and I off er the amendment along with 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
<Mr. CAMPBELL) and the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GILMAN). 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

I rise in support of this amendment. 
I think that it is important to note 

that we struck Tuesday $13.575 mil
lion for the promotion of the sales of 
U.S. savings bonds. Well, the differen
tial in the cost to the taxpayers of this 
country, if we did not have the savings 
bond program, would be $2.8 billion, if 
we took the difference in the average 
current Treasury notes out today and 
the savings bond rate. So, we are being 
very penny-wise and pound-foolish to 
talk of stopping the promotion of a 
program that in effect gives us $2.8 
billion in savings to the taxpayer 
under the current average rate of the 
Treasury notes. 

I think it is also very important to 
look at the fact, as the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. MILLER) has stated, 
that over $12 billion was saved during 
the last 10 years under this program. 

Now, beyond that, I think that we 
can look at the fact that the cost of 
promotion of this program is only 
four-tenths of 1 percent of what the 
program itself is. It is well worth it. 
There is no question about it. 
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If we go on into it and recognize that 

the average amount of savings bonds 
outstanding in fiscal year 1980 was 
$76.5 billion, then we look at the enor
mity of the program that some are 
trying to stop the promotion of. 

The question is, if we do stop the 
promotion of the savings bond pro
gram, are we prepared then to go back 
and look at the raising of $2.8 billion 
in revenues should the program die 
out. Or, are we prepared to cut spend
ing that much more? 

I think that we should also look at 
the fact that cash raised through sav
ings bonds reduces the amount of bor
rowing that must be done by the 
Treasury in the open market, which in 
turn reduces inflation pressures on 
market interest rates, and we are all 
concerned with bringing interest rates 
down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio <Mr. MILLER) 
has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER 
of Ohio was allowed to proceed for 5 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Will the gentle
man continue to yield? Now, when we 
are looking at the savings bond histo
ry, let us look at the 1970's, not at the 
current aberration we have in the 
market. The fact is they were a good 
investment at one time for that small 
saver, because that small saver was not 
saving under any other instruments. 

We took the time to look at the fact 
that this vehicle was designed to pro
vide a means to accumulate enough 
money to either buy something or re
invest in another instrument. 

We also looked at how that person 
who invested a small amount in the 
stock market vis-a-vis the savings 
bonds in the 1970's did, and I can tell 
my colleagues he or she did better in 
savings bonds. 

We are about to wipe something out 
in the name of fiscal austerity that in 
fact is a vehicle for many Americans 
to save. 

Beyond that, we are about to cost 
the taxpayers a whole lot of money in 
doing it. This is false economy. There 
is no question about it. I think we 
need to continue promoting the pro
gram, and I support the amendment 
offered by my colleague from Ohio. I 
ask that the Members of this House 
recognize the seriousness of what we 
are about to do. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Miller amendment, 
which would reverse the ill-advised
and ill-informed-vote taken earlier in 
the debate of this measure which de
leted most of the moneys provided in 
this bill for the promotion of U.S. sav
ings bonds. 

The proponent of the earlier amend
ment, the gentlelady from Colorado 
<Mrs. SCHROEDER), made a number of 
statements that were apparently in 
error. 

The important issue which we must 
bear in mind is that the savings bond 
program is a thrift program, which 
needs to be promoted, and which pays 
benefits in other than direct financial 
terms-mainly by promoting thrift 
and allowing the accumulation of cap
ital which can be invested in other ve
hicles. If there is any question con
cerning the effectiveness of the sav
ings bond program, we should fully ex
amine it in committee-this kind of 
back-door approach. 

Mr. Chairman, if the entire budget 
of the Savings Bond Division were 
spent for raising the interest rate on 
savings bonds, the interest rate would 
go up by only two one-hundreths of 1 
percent. I believe that this program 
should be given an adequate opportu
nity to further prove itself in an im
proved economy because all indica
tions are that in an era of what we 
hope will be reduced inflation and in
terest rates, these savings bonds will 
become a more and more attractive 
means of putting aside money. 

We should also bear in mind that 
the savings bond program is cost-effec
tive. If the Government had to raise 
these moneys through the sales of 
Treasury bills and notes, interest costs 
would be higher, as would be the defi
cit. The difference between the sav
ings bond interest rate and the general 
Government interest rate is now 3.8 
percent. This differential resulted in 
an actual cash saving to the Treasury 
and the taxpayers of nearly $2.8 bil
lion in fiscal year 1980. It should be 
noted during the decade of the seven
ties the savings bond program saved 
the Government over $12 billion. 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to 
reverse our previous action. By doing 
so, we will be saving the Treasury 
money-we will be providing our con
stituents ready access to information 
that will permit them to choose, if 
they so desire, to invest in these bonds 
and get into the habit of saving. For 
the savings bond program to be effec
tive, it is essential that small savers be 
kept informed about the program. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. STARK. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I do have some prob
lems both in the question of not only 
the fiscal austerity, which the gentle
man's party has been so successful in 
promoting, but the problem with sav
ings bonds. 

As the gentleman knows, I have op
posed them for years and have fought 
to raise the rates because we take that 
savings out of the hide of the poorest 

people in this country. We embarrass 
them into buying savings bonds. Any 
of us who has ever been in the mili
tary, as I have, knows that you were 
embarrassed by your superior officers, 
your names were posted if you did not 
sign up, and you bought them, and as 
soon as you could cash them, you 
cashed them in because you could not 
afford to carry them. 

We are offering 8 percent in the 
name of patriotism. 

We just passed yesterday a bill 
which offers 10 or 11 percent tax free 
in a savings and loan. Why? Why 
should we ask the poorest of the poor 
in this country to take 8 percent? We 
are offering major corporations 10, 15 
percent, on Treasury bills. Here we are 
asking people in the name of patri
otism, who can least afford to live on 
their meager income, to support us. 

0 1120 
I think if we pay a reasonable rate, if 

we get up and off er them Treasury 
bills in modest amounts, we will have 
part of the people lining up to buy 
those certificates, as the money mar
kets have indicated. Free enterprise 
and free market system will bring 
savers to the market, but to try and 
promote with phony advertising in the 
name of so-called patriotism to get the 
poor people to support a debt we 
ought to carry and that bankers ought 
to be able to carry in the normal 
course of debt management in this 
country, I think, is a hoax on the 
American public and we ought to have 
no part in perpetuating it. If the gen
tleman can explain to me why a sav
ings bond is a good investment today, I 
would be glad to change my mind. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has again ex
pired. 

<At the request of Mr. STARK and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER of 
Ohio was allowed to proceed for 3 ad
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. STARK. If anybody who offers 
the amendment and supports it can il
lustrate to me where the savings bond 
investment today has any advantage 
over passbook savings or over the cer
tificates offered by a variety of savings 
and thrift institutions of this country, 
both guaranteed by the Government, I 
might be inclined to change my mind, 
but I submit that you cannot make a 
silk purse out of a sow's ear even if we 
spend the extra $15 million. Why kid 
the American public? 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
tome. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I would like to 
explain a few points. One, the rate of 
interest on savings bonds is not 8 per
cent; it is 9 percent. 

Mr. ST ARK. The amount on the 
tax-free bonds is closer to 11 percent. 



July 30, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 18753 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Tax free, and 

U.S. savings bonds are tax free as far 
as State and local taxes are concerned. 

Mr. STARK. But not Federal taxes, 
as the gentleman well knows. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. That is cor
rect. Now, if we wanted to change that 
interest rate, it is the responsibility of 
the Congress to give the authority to 
the administration to raise the rate. It 
has been increased as much as the law 
will allow. We have that responsibility 
because we have many people, as I 
stated earlier, that do not have $10,000 
to invest, and if they have a way to at 
least invest $50 or $100 a month, they 
are better off. They are at least 
saving, and we have many, many 
people who would like to continue to 
do that. They need to know about it, 
and this appropriation that we are at
tempting to restore would allow those 
people to have the communication 
with the Treasury Department so that 
they could have the deductions made. 

It is an easy way to save. Not only 
that, the rate is higher than what 
they would receive. at a commercial 
bank with a passbook. They will not 
receive the 9 percent, so therefore it is 
better. 

Mr. STARK. If the gentleman would 
yield further, a passbook is available 
on a daily basis, and interest is paid 
daily. As the gentleman knows, on a 
savings bond there is a penalty, or 
they cannot be redeemed on an early 
date, so you are doing short-term cash 
management. About 90 percent of the 
savings bonds sold are cashed in 
within the first year. This proves that 
many are sold to people who cannot 
afford to hold them. I would agree if 
we could raise the interest rate on sav
ings to the average Treasury bill rate, 
the gentleman would receive no quar
rel from me. We would not have to 
have all this advertising to promote 
them, they would be a darn good buy. 

My point is, we are promoting some
thing that is a second-rate security to 
people who do not have the financial 
sophistication of the gentleman from 
Ohio. That seems to me to be unfair. 
We ought to have truthful advertising. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has again ex
pired. 

<At the request of Mr. FRENZEL and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER of 
Ohio was allowed to proceed for 3 ad
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I would like to 
comment on what the gentleman has 
said about 90 percent of the savings 
bonds being cashed in within the first 
year. We have information from a 
study that was made that shows that 
bonds may not be cashed before 6 
months. That is the new ruling, and 
the latest study indicates that on aver
age only about 11 percent of the bonds 
sold are cashed at the end of 6 
months. So, there is a lot of mislead
ing information that is coming out and 

we need to get the record straight in 
that area. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
think the reason that people buy 
these savings bonds is that they find 
them a convenient method of saving 
money. People who are saving through 
these bonds are usually doing it in 
small amounts. They are doing it as a 
means to force savings programs upon 
themselves that they might not be 
able to handle in any other way. 

We have made, under the tax bill 
passed yesterday, a new certificate 
available to savers which will be tax
free. We have, of course, Treasury 
bills for a little grander class of saver. 

It seems to me that it is good to have 
this choice in the marketplace. People 
can take whichever form of asset they 
want to buy that fits their needs best. 
Some need forced savings, some a 
maximum return, and each should 
hav.e that choice in the marketplace. 

But what the Government gets from 
the bond program is a means whereby 
it is able to expand the amount of 
long-term debt within the U.S. debt 
management portfolio. We are able to 
sell bonds despite the very low interest 
rate partly because we encourage cor
porations to use their shareholders' 
money, shared by some of the taxpay
ers' money, in terms of deductibility, 
to promote these programs to their 
employees, and to institute payroll de
ductions. 

As the gentleman from South Caro
lina pointed out, this gives us a much 
lower overall interest rate, and if we 
do not pass the Miller-Campbell
Gilman amendment, we will cost the 
taxpayers significant extra sums in in
terest paid. I think the House made a 
mistake when it passed the Schroeder 
amendment previously. I think we can 
undo that by passing the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt 
about the fact that there are good ar
guments on both sides. In fact, we just 
finished hearing those arguments. But 
the truth of the matter is that in the 
presentation that was made at the 
time that the Schroeder amendment 
was passed, that there were various ar
guments given that also made a tre
mendous amount of sense. 

First of all, we were told that this 
would only affect those promoters 
that went out promoting the sales of 
bonds, those individuals who traveled 
throughout the country meeting with 
various executives, heads of companies 
that could be induced into promoting 
the sale of bonds with their personnel. 

Then, we were also told that their 
efficiency rate is quite low, that there 

has been a drop in the sale of bonds of 
appoximately 40 percent, therefore in
dicating that the participation on the 
part of the employee was no longer at 
the same rate or the same level as in 
the past. 

Then, we were also told that the 
sales mechanism for the sale of the 
bond would not be touched with that 
amendment, that they could continue 
to sell bonds just the same as they are 
doing at the present time without 
having the promoters going out 
throughout the country, meeting with 
executives, promoting the sale of 
bonds. 

Then, we were also told that-per
haps it would be better if I read this: 
"We were told that bonds paid 5 per
cent initially, 7.5 percent after 5 years, 
and 9 percent after 8 years." 

This means that the individual, in 
order to get the 9 percent, would have 
to leave his money in for 9 years. Now, 
with the 60-day money market funds 
now selling for 17%-percent interest, 
the argument went on that it was 
nearly impossible to sell these bonds. 

Then, we were also told that it was a 
downright fraud committed on the un
suspecting citizens by their own Gov
ernment. 

Now, all of these are convincing ar
guments. Now, we are also told, and we 
already know, that the bill passed yes
terday did in fact contain new incen
tives for people putting money in sav
ings and loans, and that they would do 
quite well tax-exempt. This, of course, 
would make the initiative on selling 
bonds even more difficult. 
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I think that the main argument that 
we must consider at this particular 
time is the fact that the House has al
ready worked its will. A vote was taken 
on this issue the day before yesterday. 
It seems to me that the best way to do 
anything about the situation would be 
perhaps to get a separate vote on the 
same issue when we go into the House 
instead of trying to reverse it at the 
present time. 

So I sincerely hope, Mr. Chairman, 
that a vote will not be taken on this 
issue, because a vote has already been 
recorded, and I ask the House not to 
join in approval of this amendment. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words, and I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
gentleman from California <Mr. 
ROYBAL), who is chairman of the sub
committee, for his explanation. 

This is very important to under
stand. The House did vote on this 
issue. I think a lot of the issues we are 
hearing from the other side are not 
the issues before the House at all. The 
issue in front of the House is whether 
we are going to use 426 people who do 
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not sell-I underline "do not sell"
but, rather, travel around the country 
promoting savings bonds. 

I think it would be nice for them to 
promote them, if we had nothing else 
for Federal employees to do, but when 
we know what we know about the in
terest rate, it is very hard to promote 
effectively that type of security at this 
time and in this day and age when we 
are cutting frills, this is one we should 
cut. 

I chair the Civil Service Subcommit
tee, and I know how very precious 
slots are in the Federal Government 
and how many jobs need to be done 
such as Immigration and Customs that 
are going undone because we do not 
have enough people to put in those 
slots. Therefore, although I would like 
to be able to have people do all sorts 
of things, nevertheless because of the 
limits, we are saying this is something 
we should do away with. 

We have seen the number of sales 
fall off significantly, almost 40 per
cent. I suppose in one way we could 
turn around and say, "Well, that is be
cause they have not been promoting 
well enough." I am not sure there is 
anything they could do that would 
promote savings bonds with the 
market as it is now. 

This does not stop the sale of sav
ings bonds. Employers tend to be the 
main ones who do this anyway. They 
off er them as a service, they off er 
them in the private sector, and this 
does not stop them from doing that at 
all. The people who sell them and the 
people who redeem them will still 
remain in the Treasury, working in 
the Government, and the private 
sector can continue to promote them. 

Finally, we left the money in for ad
vertising, and a lot of advertising is 
free. So I think what we are talking 
about is that in this kind of economy 
we have to look at everything with a 
new look, we have to find the things 
that are productive, we have to find 
the things that are working, and we 
have to go out and do some things 
that we might not do if things had not 
changed so rapidly. 

So I implore the House to stay with 
its position. I think that the real issue 
is whether we want 426 people pro
moting bonds. It really. is, I think, a 
frill, and a frill that we cannot afford 
right at this moment. 

So I say to the Members, �p�l�e�a�~�e� do 
not get distracted by the savings and 
the interest rate issue. That is not 
what this is really about. It is about 
civil service slots, Government num
bers, and the critical things that we 
need people to do. Promotion is not 
critical. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that we will 
move along and not redo everything 
that we did on the bill last Tuesday 
when we met. . 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 

words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman for yielding, 
and I rise in strong support of this 
amendment. 

There are 7 million people out there 
who are buying savings bonds. I re
member as a kid that is how I learned 
to save when I was in school. I think it 
was about 25 cents a week that we 
would purchase a savings stamp, when 
we had accumulated the necessary 
amount, we would be given a savings 
bond. 

If the banks cannot pay the same in
terest rates as Treasury notes, then 
should we pass a law here outlawing 
the savings bank accounts? This is ri
diculous. There is no logic to it at all. 

The Government makes some money 
on this. It is not a question of what 
they make. It is a question that it 
teaches people how to save, and if 
people who are patriotic want to buy 
savings bonds, what is wrong with 
that? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I am happy to 
yield to the gentlewoman from Colora
do. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I agree with the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts, there is nothing wrong 
with being patriotic and buying bonds. 
We salute people who do that, and we 
are not touching that. We are not 
touching that issue at all. 

Savings bonds are not being elimi
nated by this amendment. The people 
who are selling them are not being 
eliminated. All the amendment effects 
is promotion; this is about 426 people 
who travel around pushing savings 
bonds. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may, I will reclaim my time. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, if I 
could go further into this, I cannot un
derstand that logic at all. I usually 
agree with the gentlewoman from Col
orado <Mrs. SCHROEDER). She and I 
agree on most things, but her logic is 
wrong on this. 

Do we say, "We can have savings 
bonds, but don't tell anybody about 
them"? 

We have got to have those salesmen 
out there and let the people know 
there are savings bonds available and 
how important it is for these young 
people to learn how to save and buy 
these bonds. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, I have asked the gentleman to 
yield just for one observation. The 
gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) has mentioned that there 
would be, I believe, 426 employees. In 
the bill the cap is 347 people. 

I just wanted to make that clear for 
the record. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
MILLER) for his point. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is impor
tant to review the facts of what we are 
dealing with. No. 1, the cash savings to 
the taxpayers of this country through 
the Treasury for having the savings 
bond program is $2.8 billion in the dif
ferential. The savings due to the sav
ings bonds was 175 times more than 
the $16 million expended for promo
tion and education in 1980 alone. 

An analysis for the past 10 years in
dicates the savings bonds have saved 
the taxpayers over $12 billion. The 
savings bond program is the most cost· 
effective means of debt financing 
available to the Treasury. Promotional 
expenditures account for only, as I 
said earlier, four-tenths of 1 percent. 
Interest charges makeup 96.2 percent 
of the cost, and the agent fees and ad
ministrative costs account for the rest. 

Research shows that companies with 
payroll savings promotion and educa
tional campaigns-and I will ask the 
Members to listen to this-those that 
have the promotions and utilize these 
people have an eight times greater 
rate of savings than those who do not. 
That is an eight times greater rate of 
savings than those who do not. So it is 
a beneficial program, and it does do 
good. Seven million people have par
ticipated. 

I think it is also important to note 
that a tremendous amount of our sav
ings bonds come through payroll de
ductions, and if those companies that 
use promotions have an eight times 
better rate of payroll deductions, does 
it not make sense to keep this policy? 

Let us go on a little further into this 
issue. We talk about interest. There is 
an exclusion from State and local 
taxes. Somebody said, "Oh, yes, but it 
is not excluded from Federal taxes." 
But it is deferred if one wishes to 
defer it. Not only can you defer it, but 
you can take it and roll it over into an
other bond. You can take a series EE 
bond and roll it over into a series HH 
bond and def er that, and it carries on 
through. 

I think we should get down to the 
bottom line. We have a vehicle here 
that helps the people of this country. 
I would remind the Members that 25 
percent of the people in this country 
have no form of savings whatsoever. 

We are talking about those who are 
entering the savings ladder and build-
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ing and accumulating something they 
can reinvest in the future, not only for 
the good of this country but for them
selves. Should we deny ourselves the 
vehicle to even tell them about it? 

Mr. Chairman, that is what we are 
talking about doing if we do not put 
this money back in. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from South Carolina <Mr. 
CAMPBELL) has expired. 

(On request of Mr. GILMAN, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. CAMPBELL was 
allowed to proceed for 2 ·additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from South Carolina <Mr. 
CAMPBELL) certainly makes a sound ar
gument. 

I think one of the important consid
erations in this debate is that savings 
bonds provide a vehicle for the small 
investor in Government securities and 
Government bonds. For $25, the small 
saver can make what to him is an im
portant investment in our savings in
stitutions. 

There is approximately $76.5 billion 
presently invested in savings bonds. A 
substantial portion of that, $76.5 bil
lion about 80 percent of that sum, has 
come about through the savings bond 
promotion programs in the larger in
dustries as a result of the promotion 
efforts of the savings bond division 
that we are considering in this bill. 

To do away with that division is 
shortsighted. It would take away a 
very important base of financing our 
Government. 

Mr. Chairman, again I urge my col
leagues, let us undo what we did the 
other day and put this division back in 
place so it can do an important job for 
our Government. 

0 1140 
Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank the gentle

man. 
Mr. Chairman, in closing, I would 

just like to make one comment. The 
United States of America now has one 
of the lowest rates of savings of any 
industrialized nation in the world. Are 
we to kill an encouragement for people 
to participate and save or are we to 
keep it alive and encourage savings? 

I think that is the basic question. I 
urge support for the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio <Mr. MILLER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio, Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 203, noes 
210, not voting 21, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Albosta 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Badham 
Bafalis 
BaileyCMO> 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Beard 
Benedict 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Biaggi 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boni or 
Breaux 
Brodhead 
Broomfield 
BrownCOH> 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coleman 
Collins CTX> 
Conable 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
Davis 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dornan 
Dowdy 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Early 
Emerson 
Emery 
Erdahl 
Evans <DE> 
Fary 
Fenwick 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fish 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
Au Coin 
Bailey CPA> 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bevill 
Bingham 
Boner 
Bonker 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 

[Roll No. 1801 
AYES-203 

Florio Oxley 
Forsythe Parris 
Fowler Pashayan 
Frenzel Peyser 
Gilman Pickle 
Ginn Porter 
Goldwater Price 
Goodling Pursell 
Gore Quillen 
Gradison Rahall 
Green Railsback 
Gregg Regula 
Grisham Rhodes 
Gunderson Rinaldo 
Hagedorn Ritter 
Hammerschmidt Roberts <KS> 
Hansen CID> Roberts <SD> 
Hansen CUT> Robinson 
Hartnett Roe 
Heckler Rogers 
Heftel Rostenkowski 
Hendon Roth 
Hiler Roukema 
Hillis Rudd 
Hollenbeck Sabo 
Holt Sawyer 
Hopkins Schneider 
Huckaby Schulze 
Hunter Schumer 
Hyde Shannon 
Johnston Shaw 
Kastenmeier Shumway 
Kemp Shuster 
Lagomarsino Skeen 
Latta Smith <NE> 
LeBoutillier Smith <NJ> 
Lee Smith <OR> 
Lent Snyder 
Lewis Solomon 
Livingston Spence 
Loeffler Stangeland 
Lott Stanton 
Lowery <CA> Staton 
Lujan Stratton 
Lungren Tauzin 
Madigan Taylor 
Marks Thomas 
Marlenee Trible 
Marriott Vander Jagt 
Martin <NC> Vento 
Martin <NY> Walker 
Mcclory Wampler 
Mccollum Weber <MN> 
McDade Weber <OH> 
McEwen Whitehurst 
McGrath Whittaker 
McKinney Whitten 
Michel Williams <OH> 
Miller <OH> Winn 
Mitchell CNY> Wolf 
Molinari Wortley 
Moore Wylie 
Moorhead Young CAK> 
Morrison Young <FL> 
Murtha Young <MO> 
Myers Zablocki 
Napier Zeferetti 
O'Brien 

NOES-210 
BrownCCO> 
Burton, Phillip 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Coelho 
Collins <IL> 
Conyers 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
D'Amours 
Danielson 
Daschle 
Dell urns 
DeNardis 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Downey 
Dunn 
Dwyer 

Dymally 
Dyson 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
English 
Erlenborn 
Ertel 
Evans CIA> 
Evans CIN> 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
Findley 
Fithian 
Flippo 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford CTN> 
Fountain 
Frank 

Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gramm 
Gray 
Guarini 
Hall <OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hall, Sam 
Hamilton 
Hance 
Harkin 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hightower 
Holland 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <OK> 
Jones CTN> 
Kazen 
Kildee 
Kindness 
Kogovsek 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leach 
Leath 
Lehman 
Leland 
Levitas 

Blanchard 
Bolling 
Burton, John 
Cotter 
Coughlin 
Crockett 
de la Garza 

Long<LA> 
LongCMD> 
LowryCWA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
Markey 
Martin <IL> 
Matsui 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDonald 
McHugh 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller CCA> 
Mineta 
Mitchell CMD> 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Mottl 
Murphy 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelligan 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Patman 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pease 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pritchard 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Reuss 
Richmond 

Rodino 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Roybal 
Santini 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skelton 
Smith CAL> 
Smith CIA> 
Smith CPA> 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
St Germain 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Studds 
Stump 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauke 
Traxler 
Udall 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Washington 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
White 
Whitley 
Williams CMT> 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

NOT VOTING-21 
Deckard 
Dougherty 
EvansCGA> 
Fascell 
Ford <MI> 
Gingrich 
Horton 

0 1150 

Jeffords 
Minish 
Montgomery 
Rousselot 
Russo 
Savage 
Stokes 

Messrs. LONG of Louisiana, 
NELSON, and SHARP changed their 
votes from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. BAILEY of Missouri, GINN, 
MARLENEE, and EMERY changed 
their votes from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

0 1200 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Internal 
Revenue Service, not otherwise provided 
for; including executive direction, manage
ment services, and centrally directed legal, 
technical, and internal audit and security 
operations; purchase <not to exceed seventy 
for replacement only, for police-type use) 
and hire of passenger motor vehicles <31 
U.S.C. 638a(a)); and services, as authorized 
by 5 U.S.C. 3109, at such rates as may be de
termined by the Commissioner; 
$173,836,000. 
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AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. CONTE 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
amendments and ask unanimous con
sent that they be considered en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as fallows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. CONTE: On 

page 6, in line 10, strike "173,836,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "168,436,000". 

On page 6, in line 23, strike "942,813,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "933,513,000". 

On page 7, in line 9, strike "619,428.000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "617,428,000". 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
offered this amendment to give the 
House an opportunity to express its 
will on the number of additional em
ployees for the Internal Revenue Serv
ice. 

That is Internal Revenue Service, as 
in tax collectors. 

In broad terms, the issue is-how 
does our Republican government en
force its tax laws equally and equita
bly, while protecting the people from 
unwarranted interference and harass
ment, consistent without constitution
al and political tradition of civil liber
ties, particularly due process of law, 
and freedom from unreasonable 
search and seizure? 

It is an issue that is older than our 
Republic, and can be traced directly to 
the indictment of George the Third, in 
the Declaration of Independence, 
that-

He has erected a multitude of new offices, 
and sent hither swarms of officers to harass 
our people, and eat out their substance. 

It is an issue that fills our casework 
files, and volume upon volume of over
sight hearings. 

It is an issue where I have the 
strongest personal feelings. But this 
appropriation bill is not the proper 
place to legislate tax collection policy 
and procedures for the Internal Reve
nue Service. 

The issue before the committee is 
more narrow-what is the proper allo
cation of funds and personnel for reve
nue collection within existing law and 
policy? 

Let me review the facts. 
My amendment affects three sepa

rate accounts. 
The first account is salaries and ex

penses, where the Department re
quested an appropriation of 
$168,436,000, an increase of $4,028,000 
over fiscal 1982, and 4,473 positions, a 
reduction of 32 positions compared to 
fiscal 1981. 

The committee bill adds $5,400,000 
and 200 positions over the Depart
ment's request. 

My amendment would restore the 
salaries and expenses account to the 
appropriation level and number of po
sitions requested by the Department, 
by cutting $5.4 million and 200 posi
tions added in the bill. 

The second account is examinations 
and appeals, where the Department 
requested an appropriation of 
$929,813,000, an increase of 
$29,805,000 over fiscal 1981, and 30,274 
positions, an increase of 444 positions 
compared to fiscal 1981. 

The committee bill contains $13 mil
lion and 500 positions above the De
partment's request. 

My amendment would reduce the 
appropriation in the bill for this ac
count by $9.3 million, and would 
reduce the number of positions in the 
bill by 350. 

The third account is investigations 
and collections, where the Department 
requested an appropriation of 
$602,628,000, an increase of 
$33,168,000 over fiscal 1981, and 20,388 
positions, an increase of 752 compared 
to fiscal 1981. 

The committee bill contains an ap
propriation of $619,428,000, an in
crease of $16,800,000 over the request, 
and 20,988 positions, an increase of 600 
over the request. 

My amendment would reduce the 
appropriation in the bill for this ac
count by $2 million. 

In total, my amendment to these 
three accounts would reduce the al
lowances in the bill for the IRS by 
$16.7 million and 550 positions. 

These are the facts. 
The issue, of course, is more com

plex. 
Although our system of taxation is 

based on self-assessment and volun
tary compliance, it is generally accept
ed that tax avoidance and underpay
ment is widespread and increasing. 

The General Accounting Office has 
estimated that taxpayers have failed 
to pay about $30 billion in taxes that 
are due under current law. 

The multibillion dollar "under
ground economy" is a phenomenon 
that has only recently been subject to 
study and analysis. 

I accept the premise that noncompli
ance with tax laws and regulations is a 
serious national problem. 

What I do not accept is the conclu
sion that this problem can and should 
be solved by providing an additional 
$38 million and 1,440 employees that 
the Internal Revenue Service has not 
requested, and does not want. 

Funds and positions are added by 
the committee to each of the four ac
counts for the IRS, including salaries 
and expenses, and taxpayer service 
and return processing, which have 
little or no direct impact on revenue 
collections. 

My amendment targets additional 
funds and positions for examinations 
and appeals, and investigations and 
collections, where a dollar spent for 
personnel will yield the most addition
al revenue. 

In the examinations and appeals ac
count, the IRS estimates that every 
dollar spent for additional personnel 

will yield from $5 to $8 in additional 
revenue. 

Based on these IRS estimates, the 
$3. 7 million that my amendment 
would retain, above the Department's 
request, would yield from $18 million 
to $30 million in additional revenue. 

Similarly, the IRS estimates that in 
the Investigations and Collections ac
count every dollar spent for additional 
personnel will yield from $12 to $20 in 
additional revenue. 

Based on these IRS estimates, the 
$14.8 million that my amendment 
would retain, above the Department's 
request, would yield from $178 million 
to $296 million in additional revenue. 

In total, based on IRS estimates, the 
$18.5 million that my amendment 
would retain, above the Department's 
request, would yield from $196 million 
to $326 million in additional revenue. 

Of course the Department supports 
its original budget request, and would 
pref er to eliminate the $38 million and 
1,440 positions added by the commit
tee. 

The amendment under consideration 
represents my best judgment of the 
political will of the House, and of the 
most efficient utilization of additional 
funds and employees. 

However, the Treasury Department 
and the IRS agree that if additional 
funds and positions are to be added, 
they pref er the levels and priorities in 
my amendment, rather than the com
mittee bill. 

I ask for your support. 
Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word, and I rise 
to further clarify the position. If the 
gentleman would respond to some of 
my questions, I would greatly appreci
ate it. 

The way I see it, your amendment 
does, in fact, reduce the amount of 
money from $38 million which was in
cluded by the committee to 
$21,300,000; is that correct? That is in 
addition? 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. That is right. 
Mr. ROYBAL. So it is actually, then, 

a slight decrease below the amount 
that was added by the committee? 

Mr. CONTE. That is right. 
Mr. ROYBAL. I am concerned about 

the fact that the more money that is 
needed by our treasury, the more that 
this division, of course, can bring into 
the Treasury of the United States. 
The $38 million as put in by the com
mittee was at the request of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means; and the 
argument, of course, was that they 
bring in a ratio anywhere from $6 to 
$7 for every dollar that is expended. 
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Now, the argument, of course, made 
a lot of sense at that particular time, 
and the gentleman was present when 
the markup took place. 

Now, the one thing that concerns me 
that I really do want to clarify is the 
matter of the taxpayer services and 
the return processing appropriations. 
That, of course, is the one agency of 
this division of Internal Revenue that 
actually deals with taxpayer services 
and return processing. It is my under
standing that, under the gentleman's 
amendment, this is not affected at all? 

Mr. CONTE. That is right. That was 
part of the compromise that we 
worked out with the gentleman. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Under those condi
tions, if that is not affected, it seems 
to me that I can, in all deference to 
my friend, reluctantly accept this 
amendment. 

I still think that the correct figure 
should be $38 million additional. On 
the other hand, I do not think that 
the service would not be hampered to 
that great extent by this small reduc
tion. 

Now, if it is seen later that an in
crease is necessary, there are ways in 
which that can be done. And I am sure 
that the gentleman will join with me 
in analyzing the situation and that if 
we come to the conclusion that it is 
needed, we can both work on that 
project at that time. 

Mr. CONTE. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I have no doubt about it. 

And I might say to the gentleman 
that I have worked very, very closely 
with Treasury in working up this 
amendment, in making sure that this 
is what they wanted and this would 
give them the tools to carry out their 
function. 

If I may, and without embarrassing 
the gentleman from California, for 
whom I have the deepest respect and 
with whom I have worked for a long 
period of time, I would like to advise 
the committee that this is the gentle
man's first year as chairman of this 
committee, which is the committee 
that I served on for the first time 23 
years ago with our good counsel, Tex 
Gunnels, who has done a tremendous 
job down through the years, and the 
gentleman has some very big shoes to 
fill there, first with Vaughan Gary as 
the chairman and then our beloved 
Tom Steed. I told the gentleman that, 
that he had big shoes to fill, and the 
gentleman has filled them well. The 
gentleman has been a good subcom
mittee chairman. It is a pleasure to 
work with the gentleman and I am 
looking forward to working with him 
in the future. 

Mr. ROYBAL. I thank the gentle
man. With those kind remarks, I have 
no choice but to accept the amend
ment. 

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. CARNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to rise in favor 
of this section of the bill as reported 
by the full committee and opposed to 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Today all signs point to an expand
ing "underground economy," a grow
ing number of tax protesters, a prolif
eration of tax-avoidance schemes, and 
an ever-widening difference between 
the amount of tax liability reported 
and the amount that should have been 
reported by those filing tax returns. 

Taxpayers who voluntarily pay their 
taxes are becoming increasingly re
sentful of the fact that many others 
do not pay their fair share. 

Effective, efficient, and fair tax ad
ministration obviously requires the 
commitment of adequate resources. 

In May the Oversight Subcommittee 
of Ways and Means held hearings on 
the adequacy of IRS staffing as pro
posed under the administration's fiscal 
1982 budget. Every witness at the 
hearing, including present and former 
IRS commissioners, as well as data in
cluded in the IRS budget submission 
to Congress, and Treasury Depart
ment documents all clearly demon
strate that the IRS will not have the 
resources to fully and efficiently 
assess and collect taxes legally due and 
owed to the Federal Government. 

The amount of increase in this bill 
we are considering today is $38 million 
more than the President's budget re
quest. 

IRS itself told the Appropriations 
Committee that this increase would 
enable it to collect $275 million more 
than it legally obligated to the Gov
ernment in 1982. 

In order to support the economic 
plan that we have passed here, we 
must be able to obtain the revenue 
that we have projected through the 
proper collection of taxes. 

Right now there is $4.5 billion in de
linquent accounts because the IRS is 
unable to devote adequate resources to 
this task. 

I strongly urge all my colleagues to 
vote against the amendment and to 
support the bill as reported by the full 
Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to dis
cuss the amendment with the author 
of the amendment, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts <Mr. CONTE), just 
to clarify a point. 

As I understand, there will be a bal
ance of $21,300,000 left in the bill by 
the gentleman's amendment? 

Mr. CONTE. That is right. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. That would 

reduce the bill $16,700,000? 
Mr. CONTE. That is right. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Now, also, in 
his original amendment, the gentle
man would have reduced the 1,500 po
sitions that are to be added down to 
750 positions. Could the gentleman 
tell us how many positions would be 
added now if he left in the 
$21,300,000? 

Mr. CONTE. We cut 550. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Cut 550. 
Mr. CONTE. That is the bottom 

line. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I thank the 

gentleman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendments offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
CONTE). 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 104. None of the funds made avail

able to the Department of the Treasury by 
this Act shall be used to implement changes 
shortening the time granted, or altering the 
mode of payment permitted, for payment of 
excise taxes by law or regulations in effect 
on January 1, 1981. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ADDABBO 
Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. AnDABBo: On 

page 10, after line 2, insert the following 
general provisions: 

"Sec. 105. None of the funds made avail
able to the Treasury Department by this 
Act shall be available to formulate, imple
ment, carry out or caused to be carried out 
by directive, order, regulation or otherwise 
the Customs Service project known as Pipe
line No. 524 in New York City or any similar 
project of like purpose or nature in whole or 
in part." 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would prohibit the imple
mentation of the New York Regional 
Customs Service proposal known as 
Pipeline 524. 

Pipeline 524 was, in its original form, 
designed to change existing proce
dures that New York customs brokers 
had been following for years. Under 
present procedures a broker located at, 
let us say JFK Airport, could file en
tries at that location regardless of 
whether the merchandise was unladen 
there or at the seaport. In other 
words, they did not have to maintain 
offices at both locations; 524 changed 
that by decreeing that entries had to 
be filed at the point of unloading. So 
these small brokers were faced with 
two alternatives, both of them ex
tremely costly. Either they could open 
additional offices or they could set up 
some form of fast, reliable messenger 
service between points. Even Customs 
Service recognized this and they then 
proposed to provide the messenger 
service, personnel, vehicles, and so 
forth, at taxpayers' expense. This may 
sound well and good but critical 
papers would have to be entrusted to 
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that messenger and the highly critical 
factor of time that could be wasted 
would exacerbate the problems of a 
highly competitive and necessary serv
ice. 

What gave rise to this proposal? 
There had been some problems identi
fied in the Customs region. These 
have been investigated and some cases 
have gone through the courts. Wrong
doers should be sought out and pun
ished. That is the correct way to 
handle such problems. But they 
should not be addressed by proposals 
that in no way get at the problem, 
that could put completely innocent 
people out of business, that would cost 
the taxpayers money, and that would 
achieve absolutely nothing in the 
public interest. 

In the report accompanying this bill, 
the committee directs that Pipeline 
524 not be implemented. Customs has, 
in fact agreed. This ·amendment, 
therefore, simply restates and insures 
compliance with that position and su
persedes the language in the report. . 

Mr. Chairman, the administration 
has no objection to this amendment. 
The only reason I am offering it is in 
clarification. I have received from the 
Department of the Treasury, U.S. Cus
toms Service, dated July 17, the fol
lowing notice: 

Some confusion has arisen about the 
status of Pipeline 524 and its supplements. 

Pipeline 524 and all supplements thereto 
are rescinded and will not be implemented. 

So to clear the confusion, I have of
fered this amendment, which I believe 
is acceptable to the committee. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADDABBO. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
read the amendment quite carefully, 
and I would like to ask the gentleman 
whether or not this is the same 
amendment already adopted in a pre
vious supplemental? 

Mr. ADDABBO. It was adopted in a 
supplemental; the gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Since it was adopted 
in a previous supplemental, Mr. Chair
man, I see no objection to this amend
ment, and the committee accepts it. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADDABBO. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to support the amendment offered 
by my colleague from New York. The 
Pipeline 524 project would severely 
hinder the daily operations of many 
hard-working, and successful business
men in the district I represent and the 
surrounding area. Customs brokers 
and their clients who would be affect
ed by the proposal are a vital and 
thriving part of the economy of Long 
Island. 

Although there have been integrity 
problems in the New York region, the 
Pipeline 524 proposal does not address 
them and creates the potential for fur
ther difficulties. 

The existing procedures for filing 
entry summaries with the Customs 
Service have been in effect for well 
over 10 years in the New York region. 
Many individuals have established 
their places of business and organized 
their activities to adapt to present reg
ulations. Pipeline 524 represents a 
major departure from the current reg
ulations in New York and Customs 
Service policy in other parts of the 
Nation. It would cause undue delay 
and inconvenience in a business where 
time is a factor of extreme impor
tance. Pipeline 524 would place many 
customs brokers in the New York 
region at a great disadvantage. The 
Reagan administration has repeatedly 
stated its policy of reducing unneces
sary regulatory burdens from the busi
ness community. In accordance with 
that policy, I ask that my colleagues 
support the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, if the gentleman will yield, I 
have had an opportunity to look at 
the amendment and to speak to the 
author of the amendment. We have no 
objections. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York <Mr. AnnABBO). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE II 
U.S. POSTAL SERVICE 

PAYMENT TO THE POSTAL SERVICE FUND 
For payment to the Postal Service Fund 

for public service costs and for revenue for
gone on free and reduced rate mail, pursu
ant to 39 U.S.C. 2401 (b) and <c> and for 
meeting the liabilities of the former Post 
Office Department to the Employees' Com
pensation Fund and to postal employees for 
earned and unused annual leave as of June 
30, 1971, pursuant to 39 U.S.C. 2004, 
$869,240,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SOLOMON: 

Page 10, line 14, strike out the period and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: ": Pro
vided, That none of the funds appropriated 
by this title may be used for advertising or 
promoting the implementation or use of a 
mandatory nine-digit ZIP code.". 

D 1220 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise today to offer a crucial amend
ment to title II, that portion of the 
bill at hand which deals with the ap
propriation of Federal funds to the 
U.S. Postal Service. 

My amendment will prohibit the 
Postal Service from using any funds 

appropriated under H.R. 4121 for the 
purpose of advertising or promoting 
the ill-advised nine-digit ZIP code pro
gram for fiscal year 1982. 

The reconciliation conferees have 
agreed to a 2-year delay in the imple
mentation of the nine-digit ZIP code. 
However, while delaying full imple
mentation, the conferees have allowed 
the Postal Service to take a wide varie
ty of steps toward implementation 
during this 2-year period. In addition 
to allowing the Postal Service to pur
chase new optical character readers, 
channel sorting equipment and other 
equipment necessary to handle and 
sort nine-digit mail, the conferees 
have also agreed to permit the Postal 
Service to disseminate any informa
tion to the public it feels necessary 
concerning the program. 

Now, interestingly enough, the con
ferees have also requested the General 
Accounting Office to study the ZIP+ 4 
plan, and to report its findings to the 
Congress by December l, 1982. The 
GAO will be directed to study the ac
curacy and reliability of the new ma
chinery and the cost effectiveness of 
the nine-digit ZIP system as a whole, 
and in addition, GAO will be asked to 
suggest improvements in the Postal 
Service proposal. 

Now this seems a little strange to 
me. 

Why should the Postal Service be al
lowed to go full force preparing for im
plementation of the nine-digit ZIP and 
spending money advertising its merits 
before the Congress even has the GAO 
report on the value of the proposal? 

Just last week, the Postal Service 
took out two-page advertisements in 
both Time and U.S. News and World 
Report in a blatant attempt to sway 
public opinion in favor of the nine
digit ZIP code. The cost of these ads 
run about $98,000 each. 

At a time when first-class postal 
rates have again risen, this time to the 
astounding level of 18 cents per letter, 
how can the Postal Service possibly 
justify the expenditure of funds to ad
vertise the merits of the nine-digit 
plan in national magazines, when the 
GAO will not even report its evalua
tion of the project until December of 
1982? 

My concern is that allowing the 
Postal Service to take off on a media 
blitz promoting the plan before the 
Congress has its report on the value of 
the nine-digit proposal, is a little bit 
like letting the train out of the station 
with no passengers. 

My amendment will not prohibit the 
Postal Service from purchasing its new 
nine-digit equipment, but it will pre
vent the Postal Service from using the 
funds appropriated under title II to 
advertise or promote the project 
before we in Congress have a valid 
report as to its merits. It only makes 
good sense to me that this prohibition 
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be enacted, and I urge all of my col
leagues to join with me in prompting 
just a little restraint on the part of the 
Postal Service until we have all the 
facts before us. 

Until we know the facts, let us not 
gamble on adding another hardship on 
the American people. Let us not 
gamble by adding $1 billion to the cost 
of operating the post office and maybe 
2 or 3 more cents to the cost of a 
stamp. 

Let us not gamble on adding more 
than $1 billion to the cost of small 
business, local governments, schools, 
hospitals, churches, charities and 
newspapers just to convert to a nine
digit ZIP code system that no one but 
the Postmaster General wants. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

My colleague raised a very interest
ing point, and having been here a 
number of years I can point out the 
way the nameless, faceless bureaucra
cy has gotten its way in the past. It is 
the gradual, step by step way we have 
edged into the metric system without 
any congressional approval. Like 
sticky paper they get you stuck and 
proceed little by little. This is the way 
we have building projects all over this 
town. In project after project bureau
crats find a way of starting. They use 
the sticky paper routine. 

I congratulate the gentleman for 
calling this to the attention of this 
body and I hope we nail this down 
right now. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. ROYBAL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Reading the gentleman's amend
ment, the one word that I think stands 
out is the word "mandatory." At the 
present time, as the gentleman knows, 
the nine-digit ZIP code is on a volun
tary basis. But I must commend the 
gentleman for his amendment in 
making sure that the implementation 
of the nine-digit ZIP code is on a basis 
that would not be made mandatory 

May I congratulate the gentleman 
for his amendment and the committee 

• will accept his amendment. 
Mr. SOLOMON. I certainly thank 

the chairman. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen

tleman from Ohio <Mr. MILLER). 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I have looked 

at the amendment. I think it is very 
helpful. As the chairman has stated, 
the word "mandatory" is very impor
tant because this will give the oppor
tunity to the Postal Service at least to 
find out what kind of savings are in-

volved in the nine-digit ZIP code. I 
have heard, and we have had some in
formation, that there would be some
thing like $800 million a year savings, 
but we certainly need to know for sure 
before any nine-digit ZIP code would 
be put in place. 

I compliment the gentleman. 
Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen

tleman from New York. 
Mr. WEISS. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
I want to commend and compliment 

the gentleman on his amendment. 
I do want to point out a concern 

which I am sure the gentleman shares 
with me, and that is, that even with 
the adoption of the gentleman's 
amendment, under the conference 
report language in the Reconciliation 
Act apparently the Postal Service is 
going to be authorized not only to pur
chase the equipment, because that 
does not bother us, that can be used 
even if they stay at five digits-but 
they will be authorized to undertake 
advertising campaigns even before the 
decision to implement or before the 
studies have been completed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. SOLO
MON) has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. SOLO
MON was allowed to proceed for 1 addi
tional minute.) 

Mr. WEISS. If the gentleman will 
yield further. I would hope that as a 
result of the gentleman's amendment 
being adopted, the Postal Service will 
recognize that we do not want them to 
go forward and spend this money 
when in fact Congress may very well 
decide to prohibit them from spending 
the money for the purpose of moving 
to a nine-digit ZIP. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gentle
man for his remarks and certainly we 
are talking about $1 million in cost to 
the Federal Government. We are talk
ing about a billion dollars in costs to 
hospitals, schools, and local govern
ments. I think we at least ought to 
know what we are doing before we 
allow the post office to continue. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. Chairman, last December the 
Committee on Government Oper
ations unanimously approved House 
Report 96-1531, condemning the 
Postal Service's plan for a nine-digit 
ZIP code. That report castigated the 
Postal Service for poor planning and 
recommended that the Service exam
ine less costly alternatives to its pro
posal. This advice, the concern of over 
100 Members of the House who have 
joined in various resolutions and bills, 
and, similar expressions by more than 

one-half the Senate, has been rejected 
by the Postal Service which, as one 
witness at our most recent hearing 
noted, has its rhetoric way out in front 
of reality on this nine-digit ZIP code 
project. At this same hearing we also 
discovered that the Postal Service had 
grossly understated the cost and over
stated the savings associated with its 
plan-perhaps by as much as $150 mil
lion per year. 

As you will recall, the Postal Service 
proposal really has two distinct parts: 
First, the Service plans to spend $1 bil
lion on new automated mail-sorting 
equipment; second, the ZIP code will 
be expanded to nine digits so the new 
machines can sort mail in small units 
before it is handed to letter carriers 
for delivery. The latter aspect of the 
plan will cost mail users at least $1 bil
lion for a costly conversion to the 
longer ZIP. According to an executive 
branch study done at my request, the 
cost of conversion for Federal agencies 
alone would exceed $100 million. 

These cost figures and the fact that 
according to the Postal Service, auto
mation with or without the longer ZIP 
will result in substantial productivity 
gains, led the House Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee to propose a 
2-year delay in the implementation of 
the nine-digit ZIP code. The House ac
cepted the committee's recommenda
tion and included the delay provision 
in the reconciliation bill. 

House conferees were, I understand, 
able to prevail on the 2-year delay; 
however, because the Senate bill did 
not contain a comparable provision, 
the Postal Service will-it seems-be 
allowed to take steps to "prepare for 
implementation" -including advertis
ing. Nonetheless, misgivings by the 
conferees were such that they have 
decided to ask GAO to study the cost 
effectiveness of the "ZIP+4" plan and 
report to Congress by December 1982. 

Without Mr. SoLoMoN's amendment, 
the Postal Service will-despite the 
delay-be able to continue on its 
present course of marketing the longer 
ZIP codes. No doubt many of you have 
seen the type of media blitz we can 
expect-Time, Newsweek, and U.S. 
News & World Report all carried ex
pensive two-page ads in their July 27, 
1981, editions. 

Allowing the Postal Service to con
tinue this PR campaign may result in 
more than distraction from the auto
mation of the mail-sorting process. 
Through the commitment of re
sources, it could well lock the entire 
country into the longer codes before 
the GAO completes the report pro
posed by conferees on the "effective
ness of the entire expanded ZIP code 
system." This report, to be issued by 
December 1982, provides what appears 
to be a logical benchmark for deter
mining whether unfettered prepara
tion by the Postal Service is in order. 
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For example, the Postal Service could 
deploy new equipment, and test and 
perfect conversion tapes before the 
report is issued and reviewed by the 
Congress. Assuming a clean bill of 
health from the GAO, the Postal 
Service would then have some 10 
months to mount a PR campaign. 

Mr. SOLOMON'S amendment would 
bring us within 2 months of the due 
date of the GAO report. I urge its 
adoption. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
House-Senate conferees on civil service 
and postal affairs have dealt with this 
subject in a comprehensive manner. 

Under the conference agreement, 
the Postal Service is prohibited from 
implementing the expanded ZIP code 
program before October 1, 1983. In the 
interim, the Postal Service will be per
mitted to take all steps preparatory to 
implementation. The preparatory 
steps will include the purchase of the 
optical character reading machines, 
bar code printers and other necessary 
equipment, the dissemination of infor
mation concerning the program, and 
providing assistance to mailers who 
want to convert their mailing proce
dures to the new program. 

Many of the critics of the expanded 
ZIP code program have been misin
formed as to its purpose and goals. It 
was not dredged up by the Postal 
Service as some last-minute project. It 
has been under study for years. It is 
strictly voluntary, but it will help the 
Postal Service to improve postal pro
ductivity and in the process help stabi
lize postal rates. 

Frankly, I think it was a mistake to 
delay implementation of the program 
until 1983, but since that now is a fact 
of life we certainly should not be tin
kering with a carefully structured pro
gram which will be cost effective for 
the Postal Service and the mail-using 
public. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York <Mr. SOLOMON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
0 1230 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SIMON 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. Chairman, I off er 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SIMON: Page 

10, line 14, insert immediately before the 
period the following: ": Provided, That 
except in accordance with section 404 of 
title 39, United States Code, no part of any 
funds appropriated under this title shall be 
available to plan, administer, or implement 
the closure or consolidation of any post 
office". 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
this is an acceptable amendment. This 
is an amendment which simply 
strengthens what is already language 
in the report which makes clear that 
the Congress of the United States does 
not want to have any wholesale clos
ings of small post offices; that any 

plan implementing anything like that 
has to proceed with the present stat
utes. 

I might add that the Postmaster 
General, in testimony before the com
mittee on March 26, stated that, and I 
quote: 

A cut in this appropriation at the level 
proposed by the President will challenge 
the Postal Service to improve its efficiency 
and productivity. We will not look to 
changes in 6-day delivery or other major, 
nationwide services to accomplish this $344 
million reduction. I would like to insert that 
we will not have any wholesale closings of 
small post offices. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment 
which I off er today touches upon the 
future of small post offices in both 
urban and rural areas. My amendment 
would prohibit the Postal Service's use 
of appropriated funds to plan, admin
ister or implement the closure or con
solidation of post offices outside of the 
orderly procedures established by the 
Congress in 1976. These measures re
quire the Postal Service, before closing 
or consolidating any post office, to 
fully consider community impact, to 
assess the consequences to employees, 
and to provide adequate notice, as well 
as to consider the potential budgetary 
savings involved. 

This impact assessment is in keeping 
with postal statutes which prohibit 
the closing of post offices solely for fi
nancial reasons. I quote here from sec
tion 101(b), title 39, of the United 
States Code: 

The Postal Service shall provide a maxi
mum degree of effective and regular postal 
services to rural areas, communities, and 
small towns where post offices are not self
sustaining. No small post office shall be 
closed solely for operating at a deficit, it 
being the specific intent of the Congress 
that effective postal services be insured to 
residents of both urban and rural communi
ties. 

This would seem to be sufficient pro
tection for small post offices, but de
velopments in the last decade proved 
that it is not. In 1975 the Postal Serv
ice attempted to launch a program of 
mass closures under a plan developed 
by Postmaster General Bolger's prede
cessor. At that time I led a court chal
lenge to this plan which was joined by 
more than 50 Members of the House 
and Senate. This effort led in 1976 to 
enactment of section 404 of title 39 
United States Code, which sets forth 
the orderly procedures which now 
govern the closure or consolidation of 
post offices, and requires a demonstra
tion that such closures or consolida
tions are clearly in the public interest. 
Since then the process has worked
and worked well-and it has wide
spread support. Some 250 post offices 
have been closed under section 404. 

The present Postmaster General re
spects the value of small post offices. 
In congressional testimony earlier this 
year Postmaster Bolger again indicat
ed his intention to absorb the adminis-

tration's proposed budget reductions 
without instituting significant reduc
tions in service, including the whole
sale closings of small post offices. In 
its report the Appropriations Commit
tee has underscored this point, while 
approving postal appropriations in the 
amounts proposed by the administra
tion, including a reduction of $344 mil
lion in the fund used to operate small 
post of fices. 

However, budget pressures and 
changing circumstances could press 
the Postal Service into a reversal of 
this policy. Should the Postal Service 
decide to make up some of its budget
ary losses through the closure or con
solidation of post offices, it is likely 
that several thousand would be affect
ed, encompassing every State and 
every congressional district. Under
standably, constituent concerns about 
the fate of local post offices continue. 

These circumstances, and these con
cerns about the future, require that 
the Postal Service be discouraged in 
every way possible from devising plans 
to circumvent the established section 
404 procedures, or to seek repeal of 
section 404 as a prelude to wholesale 
post office closures. A strong showing 
of support for this amendment will 
discourage the Postal Service from 
heading down this path. 

This amendment will permit realine
ments and closures where justified. 
Our intention is to make certain that 
the wholesale closure initiatives which 
were launched in the last decade are 
not launched again. 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMON. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. If 
the gentleman will extend his re
marks, the committee will accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. SIMON. I appreciate that, and I 
understand that it is also acceptable to 
my colleague from Ohio, although I 
would not want to speak for him. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMON. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. That is cor
rect. We understand the gentleman is 
just enforcing the public law that is on 
the books now in the procedures for 
closing post offices. Is that correct? 

Mr. SIMON. That is correct. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. We have no 

objection. 
Mr. SIMON. It reinforces the law 

that is in the committee report, and I 
appreciate the support of my col
leagues, particularly the chairman of 
the subcommittee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. SIMON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE III 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE 

PRESIDENT 
COMPENSATION OF THE PRESIDENT 

For compensation of the President as au
thorized by 3 U.S.C. 102, $250,000: Provided, 
That none of the funds made available for 
official expenses shall be expended for any 
other purpose and any unused amount shall 
revert to the Treasury pursuant to section 
701 of title 31 of the United States Code: 
Provided further, That none of the funds 
made available for official expenses shall be 
considered as taxable to the President. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 

I make a point of order against the 
first paragraph in title III, Compensa
tion to the President. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
will state it. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
this paragraph contains a proviso stat
ing that none of the funds made avail
able for official expenses shall be con
sidered as taxable to the President. 
This proviso is legislation in an appro
priation bill and violates rule XXI, 
clause 2 of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives. In this case the para
graph provides compensation to the 
President of $250,000 for official ex
penses but states that none of the 
funds shall be taxable to the Presi
dent. This is a change in existing law 
or at least purports to be a change in 
existing law by stating the taxable 
status of the expenses. In effect it con
strues existing law and is therefore 
not in order. <See CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, May 2, 1951, pp. 4747-4748.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will in
quire of the gentlewoman whether she 
makes her point of order against this 
specific proviso in line 25, page 10, 
through line 2, page 11, or against the 
paragraph in its entirety. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The gentlewom
an would be making it against the 
paragraph in its entirety. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from California wish to be heard 
on the point of order? 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, if it is 
in its entirety we can accept that. We 
will concede the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Ohio wish to be heard? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to find out just ex
actly what we are doing. I am not sure. 
I would like to find out what we are 
striking. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
inform the gentleman that if the point 
of order were to be sustained, the 
paragraph on page 10, line 20, through 
page 11, line 2, would be stricken in its 
entirety. 

Does the gentleman from Ohio wish 
to be heard on the point of order? 

Does the gentleman from California 
wish to be heard? 

Mr. ROYBAL. No. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 

wish to be heard? 
Otherwise, the Chair is prepared to 

rule. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, a parliamentary inquiry. 

Is it possible for the chairman to ex
plain what has been already worked 
out on this point of order before the 
Chair rules on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is in a 
position to solely restate the point of 
order and the consequences which 
would flow from its being sustained by 
the Chair. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inform the gentleman from Ohio that 
I do have a motion at the desk that 
will restore the full amount. What is 
being considered at this particular 
time is language at the bottom of page 
10 of the bill and the top of page 11, 
and that is that none of the funds 
made available for official expenses 
shall be considered as taxable to the 
President. Now, that has not been au
thorized, and it is because of that fact 
that we have conceded the point of 
order. 

Now, in order to restore the title III, 
a motion is now at the desk. That 
motion will be read, it will be adopted, 
and then we can continue with the 
rest of the bill. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank the gentle

man. Am I correct that in the past we 
have had a situtation where the salary 
of · the President was set, and then 
there was $50,000 in an extra account 
for offical expenses, and that in this 
instance there was no effort made to 
raise the Presidential salary or change 
anything in the moneys. Really, this 
committee combined the two in an 
effort to show exactly what was being 
done, and so in fact-in fact what we 
had was a statement of what our cur
rent situation is except that we put it 
together here, and it should be cor
rected by the gentleman's amendment 
presented at a later time. 

Mr. ROYBAL. The gentleman is cor
rect. The committee followed the 
usual procedure, did exactly what has 
been done in the past. A point of order 
has been called on this same item 
almost ever year. The same thing has 
happened, and it has been necessary 
to restore section 3 by a motion which 
is now at the table, and it can be done 
and we can proceed immediately after 
that. But the gentleman is correct, the 
salary of the President is not $250,000, 
it is $200,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will in
terrupt the gentleman. The point of 
order made by the gentlewoman from 
Colorado has been conceded by the 
gentleman from California and is sus
tained by the Chair for the reasons 

stated and the entire paragraph is 
stricken. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROYBAL 
Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ROYBAL: On 

page 10, line 18, insert the following: 
"EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

"COMPENSATION OF THE PRESIDENT 
"For compensation of the President as au

thorized by 3 U.S.C. 102, $250,000." 

D 1240 
Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment merely restores the 
matter which is not subject to a point 
of order. I ask the support of the 
House in restoring this section. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, my question is this: We had, 
prior to this year, funding for a salary 
for the President of $200,000 and an 
expense account of $50,000. 

As of now, with the gentleman's 
amendment, which states, "For • • • 
compensation of the President, 
$250,000," we are not changing the 
salary of the President; am I correct 
on that? 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman is correct. The salary for 
the President is not being changed at 
all, but the figure of $250,000 includes 
$50,000 for expenses that the Presi
dent may be incurring. This is fully 
authorized by law. He may or may not 
spend it all. If he does not, it does not 
go to the President; it goes back into 
the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for that 
explanation, and I have no objection 
to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California <Mr. ROYBAL). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary for the Office of 
Administration, $13,200,000, including serv
ices authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 and 3 
U.S.C. 107, and hire of passenger motor ve
hicles. 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. OTTINGER 
Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er a series of amendments starting 
with this section, and I ask unanimous 
consent that they be considered en 
bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

report the amendments. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. OTTINGER: 

Page 11, line 6, strike out "$13,200,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$12,200,000". 

Page 11, line 21, strike out "$22,278,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$21,278,000". 

Page 12, line 3, strike out "$3,674,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$3,374,000". 

Page 12, line 12, strike out "$185,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$168,000". 

Page 12, line 22, strike out "$1,640,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$1,591,000". 

Page 13, line 5, strike out "$2,263,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$2,205,000". 

Page 13, line 10, strike out "$3,939,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$3,839,000". 

Mr. OTTINGER <during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendments be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, 

these amendments, very simply, re
store to the fiscal year 1981 level the 
appropriations for various offices of 
the President and the Vice President. 

This is done because I feel very 
strongly that, with cuts of such severe 
nature having been made and with the 
American people being required to 
suffer as a result in so many areas of 
the budget, the President ought at 
least to be required to hold the line on 
his Executive Office expenditures. 

Furthermore, with the enormous 
cuts that the President has proposed 
and Congress has made, there ought 
to be a good deal less for the Execu
tive Office of the President to admin
ister, so it would be entirely justifiable 
to reduce the amount that is appropri
ated for these purposes. 

The total proposed appropriation for 
the Executive Office of the President, 
I would note, is already lower than the 
fiscal year 1981 appropriation, but 
that is because the committee has 
eliminated the Council on Wage and 
Price Stability and has yet to fund the 
Domestic Policy Office. The items 
which I am affecting in fact have been 
increased substantially, and for the 
White House Office and the Office of 
Administration they have been in
creased by $1 million each. 

The President's program is antici
pated, according to the Wharton eco
nomic model, to throw 1,750,000 Amer
icans out of work. The cuts in higher 
education will result in as many as 2 
million people not being able to go to 
college, and it is estimated that some
where between 200 and 300 colleges 
will have to close. The cuts in the 
school lunch program will deprive a 
great many students of the opportuni
ty to be able to function effectively in 
school because they will not have 
enough to eat. The cuts in housing 
will mean thousands of marginal ten-

ants are going to endure severe suffer
ing. 

With respect to senior citizens, the 
cuts will hit particularly hard because 
their social security payments will be 
reduced and their rents are going to be 
increased. The amount of food avail
able to them through food stamps is 
going to be decreased, and in those 
cold areas of the country, which in
cludes mine, the programs for weath
erization and low-income energy assist
ance are going to be decreased, so we 
are likely to have a result that many 
of those senior citizens are going to be 
forced to make the terrible choice of 
either having to starve to death or 
freeze to death this winter. 

The services available to thousands 
of blind, elderly, and disabled are 
going to be reduced in a block grant 
program that cuts them some 25 per
cent. Our cities, which have such 
grave economic problems, are going to 
be cut back severely in the block 
grants that are proposed. Thousands 
of pregnant women will be deprived of 
milk to assure they can bear healthy 
babies by repeal of the WIK program. 

In the areas of health and economic 
assistance, low-income assistance and 
health-care assistance, we have a pat
tern formed where in order to be able 
to reduce Federal expenditures, these 
programs are block granted and re
duced by 25 to 30 percent. 

Here we have a request for the 
White House Office and the Office of 
Administration for vastly increased 
sums, in those two cases more than $1 
million each, and I just do not think 
that is justified, as I said. With these 
drastic cuts in the Federal bureaucra
cy, certainly it should take less money 
to be able to administer them, and if 
the President wants to see the whole 
Federal budget cut back and the 
American people suffer considerably 
as a result, then I think he is under an 
obligation to set an example with his 
own office expenditure. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

M(. OTTINGER. I yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Washing
ton. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, do I un
derstand that what the gentleman 
proposes is that we merely reduce the 
President's expenditures to the 1981 
levels? 

Mr. OTTINGER. The gentleman is 
correct. I do not propose that the 
President or his Office be cut back 25 
percent, as he has proposed to cut 
back the health care, education, and 
benefits for poor people. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. OT
TINGER) has expired. 

<On request of Mr. SWIFT, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. OTTINGER was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, the ques-

tion I want to ask the gentleman is 
this: Does the gentleman's amendment 
not deal with the Executive Office of 
the President more generously than 
this body dealt with itself and its vari
ous committees in our authorization 
for the committee expenditures in the 
legislative branch? 

Mr. OTTINGER. That is certainly 
correct. 

Mr. SWIFT. There was a 10-percent 
cut over the previous year's expendi
tures, generally speaking, across the 
board by the legislative branch, as 
passed by this body. So the gentleman 
is only suggesting that the President 
be kept at the 1981 spending levels? 

Mr. OTTINGER. That is correct. I 
do not apply to the President what he 
applied to the rest of the country, par
ticularly the most needy of our citi
zens in health care, education, and job 
benefits which have been decreased by 
25 percent. I merely say that his 
Office and the Administrative Office 
ought not to increase by more than $2 
million. 

Mr. SWIFT. So that the President 
will be treated much more generously 
than the public has been treated, and 
he will be treated more generously 
than the legislative branch treated 
itself? 

Mr. OTTINGER. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield on that 
point? 

Mr. OTTINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, I do not think that we should be 
trying to fool the people when we 
speak of being "more generous" in one 
area and cutting the poor, the blind, 
and the disabled. 

The legislative committee of this 
House raised the expense account 
about 3 months ago for each Member 
approximately $10,000. Without a vote 
in the House, it was raised $10,000. 

As a member of fact, I have an 
amendment--

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
will reclaim my time, if I may. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Well, Mr. 
Chairman, I wonder if the gentleman 
would answer this question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. OT
TINGER) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OTTIN
GER was allowed to proceed for 3 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would reply to the gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. MILLER) by saying that we 
have not yet considered the legislative 
appropriations, and indeed there are 
notices out that would seek to cut the 
amount which is available to Members 
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of Congress in order to be able to per
form their duties. 

We have also gone without a pay in
crease for some time, which is a 
matter of great concern to a great 
number of Members, including this 
Member, because I do not think it is in 
the best interest of the country to see 
Members who are responsible for mul
tibillion-dollar budgets live under fi
nancial duress. 

So I just think that this is a matter 
of equity and a manner of good sense. 
In fact, the President will have much 
less to administer, and I do not see 
why appropriation for his costs should 
go up. 

0 1250 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield further? 
Mr. OTTINGER. I will be glad to 

yield. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I plan to offer 

an amendment when the legislative 
appropriations bill comes up that will 
take away the average $10,000 increase 
per office. It is in effect right now and 
in the fiscal year 1982 budget. 

I am wondering whether the gentle
man will support me when that 
amendment comes up. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I have not yet seen 
the amendment. I would certainly con
sider it very seriously. 

My colleague the gentleman from 
Michigan <Mr. DUNN) has talked to me 
about making the legislative caps 
which were adopted by the House Ad
ministration Committee obligatory. I 
do not know whether that conforms to 
the gentleman's amendment or not, 
but I said I would support the gentle
man from Michigan's amendment. 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OTTINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to rise in support of the gentle
man's amendment. 

I feel very strongly about defining 
leadership in this body or in the ad
ministration. If we are going to have 
leadership, it should begin at home. 

In my own office, I have cut my 
staff budget, my own salary, by 5 per
cent. 

When we are asking the Nation to 
pull back, I think the administration is 
also a good place to do it. 

I strongly support the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I thank the gentle
man for his support. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

As we all know, there are various of
fices in the Executive Office of the 
President. I think we must consider 
the fact that the committee carefully 
reviewed each of the budget requests 
and the committee allowed only those 
increases which were mandatory in 
nature. 

There were no program increases al
lowed by the committee. 

With regard to the largest Office in 
the Executive Office, the OMB, the 
committee did not approve any in
crease at all over 1981. 

The committee has allowed no in
crease in personnel and no program in
creases. The committee has allowed 
only modest amounts for mandatory 
increases, such as increased rental 
space costs, increased cost of supplies, 
with in-step increases for employees 
and other increases that are beyond 
the control of anyone operating any 
particular office. 

I strongly recommend that we do 
not arbitrarily reduce these Of fices to 
the 1981 level. 

I would like to review very briefly 
what the committee has done. Ap
proximately $93 million was appropri
ated in 1981. Approximately $93 mil
lion was requested for 1982. 

The committee recommended an ap
propriation of $84.5 million, which is a 
reduction below both the budget re
quest of 1981 level appropriations; so 
in .effect, the committee did not just 
make the appropriation simply be
cause it was the President of the 
United States that was asking for this 
money. The committee really analyzed 
each request. We tried to analyze the 
work of the President, what his needs 
were. 

I can well realize that this can be an 
economy vote if one would so desire to 
make it that way: but the truth of the 
matter is that the Office of the Presi
dent, we all know, is a most important 
Office. Who would know more about 
that Office than the man who is run
ning it? Who would know more how 
much money is needed to accomplish 
certain objectives? 

The objectives of the President of 
the United States, I believe, are objec
tives that should be made his preroga
tive. He should follow those objectives 
and I believe that we as Members of 
this House should make available to 
the President whenever his request is 
reasonable, as it is in this instance, the 
amount of money that he requests. 

Again, I wish to repeat, that the 
committee did not appropriate the full 
amount requested; that we did, in fact, 
make reductions. We made reductions 
based on careful analysis of what was 
needed. I believe that there is no fat in 
this request of the President. 

I sincerely hope that the amend
ment is defeated. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I will yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I think the gentle
man and the committee did, in fact, 
make cuts and I applaud them particu
larly for holding the Office of Man
agement and Budget, which has been 
at the point of the lance in trying to 
cut everybody else, holding them to 
the 1981 budget. 

With respect to the Administrative 
Office of the President and the Office 
of the White House, as I understand 
it, the primary reason for the reduc
tion in funds was the elimination of 
the Council on Wage and Price Stabili
ty. Therefore, the committee did not 
have to fund that. 

It was the decision of the committee 
not to fund the Domestic Policy Office 
because the head of that Office re
fused to appear before the subcommit
tee to discuss his budget. That was Mr. 
Anderson; is that not correct? 

Mr. ROYBAL. Well, it is probably 
correct. 

I think that the gentleman should 
also look at the figures the way they 
really stand. In the Office of Adminis
tration, we did decrease the request by 
$675,000. 

Now, a decrease was also made in the 
White House. 

Mr. OTTINGER. A decrease from 
the request in the appropriation. 

Mr. ROYBAL. My point is that the 
President did not get everything that 
he requested, that the committee did 
analyze very carefully the needs and 
that a reduction was made. 

Now, in the White House Office, 
there was also a reduction. It is a small 
reduction, I grant. 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the chairman of this committee for his 
very statesmanlike presentation, indi
cating how energetically, and carefully 
this subcommittee had worked on this 
bill, especially on the matter before 
us. 

It is difficult for me to understand 
why when, as the chairman pointed 
out, we took testimony on the matter 
and even reduced funding in some 
areas that were requested, that even 
further reductions are requested to a 
level of the 1981 budget. As the chair
man pointed out, the President him
self knows better what needs have to 
be met in the Executive Office of the 
President. 

I would oppose this amendment and 
hope that we will vote it down. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my colleague for yielding. 

There is a temptation to support an 
amendment like this, and for some of 
us, including the chairman of the sub
committee, who have been on this 
committee for a number of years, and 
I formerly served on this subcommit
tee, this is not a new amendment. 
Almost every President has had 
amendments offered to reduce his ap
propriation by the opposite party. 

I have never supported any of those. 
There is a rule that has not come up 

here, called comity. We do not have to 
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lay down and play dead because a 
President requests funds; but this sub
committee has already testified, it is 
obvious they had trimmed down this 
appropriation, as they should; but it 
reaches a point where we should not 
trim any further. 

As I listen to the justification and 
explanation for this amendment, I am 
sorry to say that I must come to the 
conclusion that the amendment is of
fered not to save money, but as a puni
tive measure. 

I hope that this body does not 
reduce itself to being punitive. It is a 
conclusion I must draw from the argu
ment made here. I wondered which 
bill we were talking about, when I lis
tened to the arguments for the amend
ment, whether it was in this appro
priation bill, and I do not find it. I do 
think the committee has done a good 
job in reducing the executive appro
priation. 

I congratulate the chairman, the 
ranking member, and the members of 
the committee and I urge the commit
tee of the House here to support its 
subcommittee in this instance. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I also would like to 
commend the chairman of our sub
committee for the statesmanlike 
stance he has taken on this matter. 

I think it is very important to realize 
a couple things. No. 1, the committee 
cut back the request by almost $5 mil
lion, as the chairman has talked 
about; but the most important thing 
to remember is that this Congress 
mandated on the White House in the 
Office of Management and Budget the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 at a 
cost of $2,600,000, which our commit
tee saw fit to make them absorb in 
their existing budget; so in fact you 
have a major reduction in the White 
House cost by over $2% million be
cause they absorbed what we voted for 
paperwork reduction. 

I would only pose to the sponsors of 
this amendment, did they believe and 
vote for and support the reduction of 
paperwork in the Paperwork Reduc
tion Act? If so, we gave no money to 
fund it. That is absorbed out of the 
White House budget and that is a 
direct reduction of the operating cost 
of operating the White House overall. 

D 1300 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendments offered by the gen
tleman from New York (Mr. OTTIN
GER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a 
quorum is not present. 

The Chairman announces that pur
suant to clause 2, rule XXIII, he will 
vacate proceedings under the call 
when a quorum of the committee ap
pears. 

Members will record their presence 
by electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic 
device. 

QUORUM CALL VACATED 

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred 
Members have appeared. A quorum of 
the Committee of the Whole is 
present. Pursuant to clause 2, rule 
XXIII, further proceedings under the 
call shall be considered as vacated. 

The committee will resume its busi
ness. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand of the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. OTTINGER) for a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device and there were-ayes 164, noes 
253, answered "present," 1, not voting 
16, as follows: 

Anderson 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
Au Coin 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Biaggi 
Blanchard 
Boner 
Boni or 
Bowen 
Brodhead 
Brown<CO> 
Burton, Phillip 
Carney 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Coats 
Collins CIL> 
Collins CTX> 
Conyers 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
D'Amours 
Daschle 
Daub 
Dellums 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dornan 
Downey 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
English 
Evans CIA> 
Evans CIN> 
Fenwick 
Ferraro 
Findley 
Fithian 
Florio 
Ford <MI> 
Ford CTN> 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Glickman 

[Roll No. 181] 
AYES-164 

Gray 
Guarini 
Hall <OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hall, Sam 
Hamilton 
Hance 
Hansen CUT> 
Harkin 
Hawkins 
Heckler 
Hendon 
Hightower 
Hiler 
Hopkins 
Howard 
Jacobs 
Jeffries 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <OK> 
Kastenmeier 
Kogovsek 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
LeBoutillier 
Lehman 
Leland 
Long<MD> 
LowryCWA> 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lundine 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Mattox 
Mavroules 
McColl um 
McDonald 
McEwen 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Mineta 
Mitchell <MD> 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Mottl 
Murphy 
Neal 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 

Oxley 
Panetta 
Patman 
Patterson 
Paul 
Petri 
Peyser 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts <KS> 
Roberts CSD> 
Rodino 
Roemer 
Roth 
Roukema 
Russo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Smith CNJ) 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vento 
Walgren 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Whittaker 
Williams CMT> 
Wirth 
Wyden 
Yatron 
YoungCMO> 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Badham 
Bafalis 
BaileyCMO> 
Bailey CPA> 
Barnard 
Beard 
Beilenson 
Benedict 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Bingham 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonker 
Bouquard 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Brown<OH> 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Burton, John 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Conable 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeNardis 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dougherty 
Dowdy 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dyson 
Eckart 
Edwards CAL> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Emery 
Erdahl 
Erlenborn 
Ertel 
Evans CDE> 
Fary 
Fazio 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fish 
Flippo 

NOES- 253 
Foley Myers 
Forsythe Napier 
Fountain Natcher 
Fowler Nelligan 
Frank Nelson 
Frenzel O'Brien 
Frost Parris 
Gaydos Pashayan 
Gephardt Pease 
Gibbons Pepper 
Gilman Perkins 
Ginn Pickle 
Goldwater Porter 
Goodling Price 
Gore Pritchard 
Gradison Quillen 
Gramm Railsback 
Green Regula 
Gregg Rhodes 
Grisham Robinson 
Gunderson Roe 
Hagedorn Rogers 
Hammerschmidt Rose 
Hansen CID> Rosenthal 
Hartnett Rostenkowski 
Hatcher Rousselot 
Hefner Roybal 
Heftel Rudd 
Hertel Sabo 
Hillis Sawyer 
Holland Schulze 
Hollenbeck Sharp 
Holt Shaw 
Hoyer Shelby 
Hubbard Shumway 
Hughes Shuster 
Hunter Slljander 
Hutto Simon 
Hyde Skeen 
Ireland Skelton 
Jenkins Smith <AL> 
Johnston Smith CIA> 
Kazen Smith <NE> 
Kemp Smith <OR> 
Klldee Smith CPA> 
Kindness Sn owe 
Lagomarsino Solomon 
Latta Spence 
Leach St Germain 
Leath Stangeland 
Lee Stanton 
Lent Staton 
Levitas Stratton 
Lewis Stump 
Loeffler Tauke 
Long <LA> Tauzin 
Lott Taylor 
Lowery <CA> Thomas 
Lungren Trible 
Madigan Vander Jagt 
Marks Volkmer 
Marriott Walker 
Martin CIL> Wampler 
Martin <NC> Watkins 
Martin <NY> Weber <MN> 
Matsui Weber <OH> 
Mazzoli White 
Mcclory Whitehurst 
Mccloskey Whitley 
Mccurdy Whitten 
McDade Williams <OH> 
McGrath Wilson 
McHugh Winn 
McKinney Wolf 
Mica Wolpe 
Michel Wortley 
Miller <OH> Wright 
Mitchell CNY> Wylie 
Molinari Yates 
Mollohan Young <AK> 
Montgomery Young (FL) 
Moore Zablocki 
Moorhead Zeferetti 
Morrison 
Murtha 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Gonzalez 

Cotter 
Crockett 
Deckard 
Dingell 
Evans CGA> 
Fascell 

NOT VOTING-16 
Foglietta 
Fuqua 
Gingrich 
Horton 
Huckaby 
Jeffords 

Jones CTN> 
Livingston 
Minish 
Santini 
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Mr. WHITTEN and Mr. HANSEN of 
Idaho changed their votes from "aye" 
to "no." 

Messrs. EV ANS of Iowa, JAMES K. 
COYNE, and KRAMER changed their 
votes from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendments were rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

D 1330 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

UNANTICIPATED NEEDS 
For expenses necessary to enable the 

President to meet unanticipated needs, in 
furtherance of the national interest, securi
ty, or defense which may arise at home or 
abroad during the current fiscal year, 
$1,000,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROEDER 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 

I off er an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. SCHROEDER: 

page 14, after line 2, insert the following 
new paragraph: 

"PROHIBITION ON GIFTS To INFLUENCE 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

"No part of any appropriation contained 
in this title may be used for the purchase or 
provision of any gift or favor <including, but 
not limited to, cuff links, helicopter rides, 
visits to Camp David, and barbecues) to 
members of Congress for the purpose of in
fluencing their votes on legislation." 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I off er an amendment to prohibit any 
part of an appropriation for the Presi
dent and the Executive Office from 
going for gifts to Members of Congress 
for the purpose of influencing their 
votes on legislation. Today may be the 
most important day to discuss this 
issue. 

Earlier this year, when the budget 
was under discussion, the President in
vited wavering Members down to the 
White House, gave them a pair of cuff 
links, and they came back to the Hill 
wavering no more. Just last weekend, 
the President upped the ante on the 
tax bill by taking a group of Members 
in a spiffy Army helicopter to Camp 
David for hot dogs and hamburgers. A 
month ago, the President tried to buy 
Members' votes for cuff links; a few 
days ago, he moved to hot dogs. What 
is next? Jelly beans? 

Well, unless anyone cares to dis
agree, I can say that I do not think 
any Member of Congress would sell 
his vote for a hot dog. And, the Presi
dent ought to stop using the taxpay
er's hard-earned money to attempt to 
buy something which cannot be sold. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to ask the gen-

tlewoman to explain it very clearly be
cause the Members on this side do not 
know what the gentlewoman is talking 
about. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I really want to 
thank the gentleman for allowing me 
to explain my amendment. 

The gentlewoman does not under
stand it either, but there have been 
rumors in the press and all sorts of 
stories that I am sure if we allow them 
to go unanswered we will taint this 
body and we could also taint the Presi
dency. 

I do not think people really have 
been going on barbecues and in heli
copters and getting all sorts of goodies 
and favors for votes. It is just impossi
ble for me to believe that. 

As the gentleman can tell, I do not 
have any cuff links and I am sure the 
gentleman's side of the aisle does not 
have any and I doubt if anyone on our 
sides does either, but that is why I 
thought this amendment could be very 
brief and very quick. If no one is impli
cated and this is not going on, this is 
redundant. 

I am sure we know the President 
would not spend the taxpayers' money 
this way. I am sure he would fund 
such things out of either campaign 
funds, or not do it. 

It seems to me that by not passing 
this we would be just continuing to 
throw a cloud over the legislative proc
ess and what is going on. So I off er 
this in the sense of good government 
because we know that Washington is 
kind of a role model for the rest of the 
country and the world. I know how 
many people on both sides of the aisle 
have worried about legislative agencies 
lobbying and doing things like that. 

I think we should just accept this 
amendment. I think it is very simple, 
it is very clearcut, and I think it solves 
a non problem. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from New Jersey. 

Mrs. FENWICK. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding. 

I am sorry to hear my colleague 
speaking as she is on the floor of the 
House. We have no time for such 
games and we all know what this is. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Well, I thank 
the gentlewoman from New Jersey for 
her comments. I do not think this is a 
game. I think that this is serious and I 
think the American people should be 
entitled to know that these types of 
things are not being funded with their 
money and the amendment makes it 
very clear. 

These are the kind of stories if they 
grow, become legendary. Such bar
gaining is not what the United States 
of America Government is about. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. McEWEN. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding. 

Is the gentlewoman aware of a cer
tain amount of discussion in the media 
which referred to the fact that previ
ous Presidents did not take the oppor
tunity to meet with the Congress. 
They were unwilling to come here and 
reluctant to invite Members to the 
White House. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If I could take 
my time back. I would like to reclaim 
my time and tell the gentleman I am 
delighted that the President is meet
ing with us and I think that is the way 
it should be and that is why I am so 
serious about this amendment and do 
not intend it to be a game at all. 

Meetings, conversations, open doors, 
exchanges back and forth down Penn
sylvania Avenue I think are terribly 
important and this amendment does 
not affect them. But do Members want 
this body to be portrayed as collecting 
trinkets and other goodies? We do not 
want such stories out in the press, and 
this will stop such allegations. 

So, in essence, I agree with the gen
tleman. Of course I am delighted to 
have the conversations. I think that is 
what we really want, and that is what 
this amendment clarifies. It does not 
say they cannot invite us over. This is 
only for gifts or special little add-ons, 
which I do not think is being done 
anyway. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. HEFNER. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding. 

I was one of the fortunate ones who 
was invited to Camp David last 
Sunday. And we were supposed to get 
a pewter mug. Does this cover pewter 
mugs? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I hate to say to 
the gentleman--

Mr. HEFNER. I do not have any 
pewter mug. I would hate to be cut off 
until I get my pewter mug. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I appreciate the 
gentleman's comment and in all hon
esty I am afraid it would cut off 
pewter mugs also. It would only do it 
in the next fiscal year, if the gentle
man can get it delivered before Octo
ber l, he would be all right. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding. 

I have a drawer full of ballpoint 
pens from Jimmy Carter. Do I turn 
myself in, Jimmy Carter in, or the 
pens in? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I am not talking 
about pens if they were given at a bill 
signing. 

If the gentleman will listen to the 
amendment, it talks about favors 
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handed out before legislation is 
passed. The pens I assume, were given 
after the legislation passes. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. We in this House con
stantly bring up business on a daily 
business of great importance. What we 
do here affects every man, woman, 
and child in the United States, and I 
can well say that it affects every man, 
woman, and child in the world. This I 
believe, that this body, meeting in 
Washington, D.C., is involved in legis
lation that affects people throughout 
the world. 

But the business of this House is se
rious business, Mr. Chairman, and 
there are very, very few times when 
we can have some fun and start poking 
fun at one another. I enjoyed this ex
change, and we did have some fun. 
Things were said on both sides that in
cidentally made most of us laugh for a 
brief moment, but now I think it time 
that we face the reality of the agenda 
of the day. 

0 1340 
Now, we all know very well that the 

President of the United States is not 
going to use any of these funds for 
these purposes. Members probably re
member that it was not too long ago 
that the President was going to re
model the White House, and $50,000 
was made available for that purpose. 
That, of course, was not enough, so 
the President used private funds, and 
he can do it again and use those funds 
in whatever manner he desires with 
those private funds. 

It seems to me that to place this pro
hibition on this legislation may to 
some come under the heading of 
poking fun. It is not for sure a very 
good, or astute idea. I believe that this 
amendment should not be included in 
the legislation that we are considering 
at present. So, I urge that the Mem
bers of this House vote against the 
amendment. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. Yes; I yield. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. In essence, 

what the gentleman is saying that no 
money really is appropriated for these 
types of things. I think what I am 
trying to clarify is whether or not it is. 
If it is not appropriated for those 
types of things, then I will be more 
than happy to withdraw my amend
ment. 

Mr. ROYBAL. While I cannot speak 
for the President, I think I can guar
antee the gentlewoman from Colorado 
that the President is not going to use 
any of these funds for this purpose. 
He can use private funds if necessary. 
However, I think that the gentlewom
an has already made her point. The 

point, I think, is well recognized by all 
those who are here in this House and 
those who are listening on television 
and within the hearing of my voice. 
The truth of the matter is that none 
of these funds will be used by the 
President, for the purposes cited in 
her amendment and, therefore, I urge 
that this amendment not be included 
in this piece of legislation. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If the gentle
man will yield further, with his assur
ances and what I was trying to do with 
my amendment, is making sure the 
American public knows that their tax 
money is not being used for such lob
bying and influence buying. I think 
the gentleman from California would 
agree with me. 

So, with his assurance and with this 
kind of legislative record, I ask unani
mous consent to withdraw the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Colorado? 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 
heard. 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a new Member 
here, but I see the partisanship esca
lating all the time. I have asked the 
gentlewoman to withdraw the amend
ment and she has done so. I think it is 
inappropriate to be discussing these 
things, these types of amendments 
and taking up the time of the House 
when we have so many other things to 
complete work on. 

I opposed the last amendment too. I 
think after yesterday's fierce battle 
that went on for a few weeks, I think 
both sides were too partisan. I think 
there was too much trading of differ
ent issues for votes, that I think makes 
the Congress look bad in a certain 
light. 

I think there has been too much ar
gument between the President and the 
Congress in many ways. I came here 
really believing there would be less 
partisanship and more working to
gether. I think that is what the Ameri
can people want across the board, not 
only on this amendment, but on 
amendments offered by the other side 
also. 

I hope we move away from that kind 
of operation in this House because in 
the end the thing that is the most im
portant is not who wins the next elec
tion in 1982, but how we govern up 
until January 1, 1983. 

I think all of us as we go into the 
recess sometime next week can ponder 
that for a bit in August, and maybe in · 
September things will not be as parti
san on either side. 

Mr. C4MPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HERTEL. I yield to the gentle
man from South Carolina. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to commend the gentleman for 
his comments, and I commend the 
gentlewoman for offering to withdraw 
her amendment. I think she should be 
allowed to do so. I think we can have 
our fun and have a little frivolity and 
break the tense atmosphere that we 
are in, but I think it is time to put it 
aside in good faith and allow this to be 
dropped and go on. 

I commend the gentleman for his 
comments. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be withdrawn. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, let me say that 
I shall not object. I reserved the right 
to object to clear up something I think 
should be cleared up. In reading this 
Schroeder amendment, it might leave 
the impression that the cuff links and 
tie clips that the President of the 
United States has been handing out
and I might say that everybody has 
not gotten them-are paid for by the 
Republican National Committee and 
not by appropriated funds as the 
amendment attempts to inf er. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reser
vation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 
heard. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Not only, Mr. Chairman, are the cuff 
links covered in another area, but the 
amendment indicates helicopter rides 
are included. Now, I am not sure 
whether the lady from Colorado will 
be offering this in the Department of 
Defense bill, because we certainly are 
not covering the Department of De
fense in the legislation that is before 
us right now. 

I am not sure what took place in the 
past because the lady has in her 
amendment that barbecues also are 
banned. That means that the Mem
bers would not be able, apparently, to 
even be invited or visit the White 
House. So, it seems to me that the 
amendment is covering a lot of areas 
that would never be covered, by unan
ticipated needs that are accounted for 
by our committee for every expendi
ture out of there. I guarantee the lady 
that cuff links, barbecues, and helicop
ter rides hve never been charged to 
the account that she is talking about. 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from New Jersey. 
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Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Chairman, I 

want to thank the gentleman for his 
statement. I believe that the amend
ment should be withdrawn, and I be
lieve that several Republican Members 
have asked that the amendment be 
withdrawn. I would hope that if the 
gentleman would make the motion or 
ask unanimous consent that it be with
drawn, that perhaps the Republican 
Member, Mr. HOPKINS of Kentucky, 
who has objected to this twice, would 
not object and the amendment can be 
withdrawn. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from New Jersey. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not think this amendment should be 
withdrawn. I think it should be voted 
on in the spirit of our colleague from 
the other side of the aisle. This is an 
amendment that richly deserves a 
defeat, a unanimous defeat. We should 
not be sitting here listening to this 
kind of talk when we should be attend
ing to the serious business of the 
Nation. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman from Ohio will continue to 
yield, whatever the lady would want, 
but I wish the Republican side would 
get itself together, whether they want 
it withdrawn or do not want it with
drawn. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, I would move that we table the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. That motion is 
not in order in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from Col
orado (Mrs. SCHROEDER). 

The amendment was rejected. 
D 1350 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1979, $9,662,000. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I note here that the 
committee has, in its appropriation for 
the Federal Election Commission, 
made a slight reduction under the au
thorization amount approved by this 
House. 

Unfortunately, that authorization 
has not yet passed because the other 
body has not acted yet. While this sec
tion is subject to a point of order, no 
useful purpose would be served there
by. 

The committee has appropriated less 
than the President requested, less 
than the House authorized, and the 
same amount appropriated last year. 
Since the other body's appropriation is 
likely to be less, the FEC will probably 

get less than last year, a real cut equal 
to the rate of inflation in its costs, 
plus a little more. 

I wish to commend the committee 
for its fine work on this section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Kansas City, 601 E. 12th, $1,960,000 
Mr. HARTNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to bring the 

attention of my House colleagues to a 
very pressing need which currently 
exists in my district involving the U.S. 
district courts. Specifically, passage of 
the Omnibus Judgeship Act provided 
for the addition of a new U.S. district 
court judge to be domiciled in Charles
ton. In addition, a U.S. district court 
judge currently domiciled in Colum
bia, S.C., will be relocated to Charles
ton in order to properly handle the in
creased workload. Currently, one U.S. 
district judge is domiciled in Charles
ton, however, with the two additional 
judges we will have a total of three 
U.S. district judges, while having only 
one courtroom available to hold court. 
As such, with the enactment of the 
Speedy Trial Act, justice cannot prop
erly be carried out due to the nonexis
tence of two necessary courtrooms. 

To alleviate this untenable situation, 
there is currently pending before the 
House Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation and the Senate 
Environment and Public Works Com
mittee a prospectus which would pro
vide for the construction of a court
house annex and alteration of the ex
isting post office and courthouse in 
Charleston, S.C., at a cost of approxi
mately $5 million. Approval of the 
project will provide for the construc
tion of the two additional courtrooms. 
I am hopeful of securing such approv
al prior to the end of this 1st session 
of the 97th Congress. In the mean
time, however, I am advised that the 
General Services Administration cur
rently has funds available for repro
graming in fiscal year 1982 to begin 
the design of the proposed project. 
The cost associated with design is esti
mated to be $400,000 and I am further 
advised that funds providing for con
struction of the total project will be 
included in President's fiscal year 1983 
budget submission to the Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I am advised that ad
vanced design prior to total funding of 
the project will save approximately 1 
year in the total project construction 
time and allow the U.S. district courts 
to carry out the will of Congress in a 
more timely manner. Our taxpayers' 
dollars are currently being wasted due 
to the need to transport judges as well 
as defendants to Columbia, which is 
approximately 100 miles away from 
Charleston, to hold court. 

The need to proceed with this proj
ect in an expeditious manner is war
ranted, therefore, Mr. Chairman, I re-

spectfully request that all efforts be 
undertaken by your subcommittee to 
direct the General Services Adminis
tration to proceed with the reprogram
ing of the approximately $400,000 
which will provide for design of the 
Charleston project. 

The Congress has clearly spoken 
with respect to those duties which 
should be carried out efficiently by 
the U.S. district courts, however, due 
to the lack of courtrooms in Charles
ton, the U.S. district courts are finding 
such a directive very difficult and 
costly to comply with. Again, Mr. 
Chairman, I urge the support of the 
Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
chairman of the subcommittee for al
lowing me to trespass on his valuable 
debate time. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARTNETT. I yield to the sub
committee chairman. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to assure the gentleman 
from South Carolina <Mr. HARTNETT) 
that the committee will do everything 
possible to be of assistance in this 
regard. 

I am impressed by the fact that the 
gentleman stated to the House and to 
the committee that the project will 
save approximately 1 year in the total 
project if it is done now. That is, of 
course, a substantial saving. 

The gentleman's main point, I think, 
was the fact that the money in pro
graming for the design has already 
been appropriated. That money is al
ready in place? 

Mr. HARTNETT. Yes; it is. 
Mr. ROYBAL. Therefore, what is 

needed, it seems to me, is just a little 
prodding and some action with regard 
to releasing the money for the pur
pose that the gentleman described. I 
can assure the gentleman that I, as 
chairman of the subcommittee, and 
the committee will do everything pos
sible to help the gentleman accom
plish this objective. 

Mr. HARTNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to express my sincere apprecia
tion to the subcommittee chairman for 
his untiring efforts. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARTNETT. I yield to the gen
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to associate myself with the re
marks of the gentleman from Charles
ton, s.c. (Mr. HARTNETT) and say that 
I am also aware of the acute need in 
the Charleston area for this new 
courthouse annex. I thank the gentle
man for his remarks. 

Mr. HARTNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from South 
Carolina <Mr. DERRICK) for his contri
bution and his untiring efforts, and I 
know that with the help of the sub-
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committee chairman, we will be able 
to do something about this reprogram
ing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS SERVICE 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses in connection with 

Federal records management and related ac
tivities, as provided by law, and for expenses 
necessary for the review and declassification 
of documents and for the Information Secu
rity Oversight Office established pursuant 
to Executive Order 12065, directives issued 
pursuant thereto, and other applicable au
thorities, including acceptance and utiliza
tion of voluntary and uncompensated serv
ices, $89,999,000, of which $3,000,000 for al
locations and grants for historical publica
tions and records as authorized by 44 U.S.C. 
2504, as amended, shall remain available 
until expended. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DANNEMEYER 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, 

I off er an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DANNEMEYER: 

On page 23, line 1, strike "$3,000,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$1,000,000". 

0 1400 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, 

this amendment relates to the funding 
for the National Historical Publica
tions and Records Commission. 

Members may recall that on May 19 
of this year a request for reauthoriza
tion of this commission was defeated 
165 to 231 when the item was on sus
pension. 

This Member from California was of 
a mind initially to off er a point of 
order to this specific appropriation 
this afternoon; but after discussion 
with the persons that are involved in 
the funding for this commission I have 
decided, instead, to offer this amend
ment which will reduce the funding 
from $3 million to $1 million in fiscal 
year 1982. 

It is my understanding that with 
this reduction the function of the 
commission will be narrowed to what 
its original purpose was designed to 
do; namely, to spend funds to develop 
historical references to what the 
Founding Fathers of our country actu
ally did. 

It is my understanding that the 
amendment will be favorably consid
ered by the chairman of the commit
tee and the ranking minority member. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I will be happy 
to yield. 

Mr. ROYBAL. I have read the 
amendment. The gentleman has defi
nitely described the situation the way 
it really is. The amendment is accepta
ble on this side. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I would be 
happy to yield. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, the 
minority has looked at the amend
ment and the minority has no objec
tion to the acceptance of the amend
ment. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Dannemeyer amend
ment to reduce the committee's recom
mendation for the National Historical 
Publications and Records Commission 
from $3 to $1 million. 

This matter was very carefully con
sidered by the subcommittee before we 
agreed to recommend the $3 million 
included in this bill for the Commis
sion. I am aware that the administra
tion has proposed to eliminate funding 
for this program entirely but I sincere
ly believe this would be a mistake. For 
the record I am one of those who 
voted in the majority against the reau
thorization bill for this program when 
it was first brought to the House floor 
this spring. However, I do not believe 
that at the time of the vote many 
Members of the House, including 
myself, knew very much about the 
Commission. Since that time I have 
taken the time to look into the work 
of the Commission and I have no res
ervations about the importance of con
tinuing limited Federal support for its 
work. I might add that the Senate has 
also recently considered this matter 
and has passed a reauthorization bill. 

The National Historical Publications 
and Records Commission has been in 
existence since 1934 for the express 
purpose of providing technical and fi
nancial support to organizations 
around the country engaged in the 
painstaking work of editing, publish
ing and preserving the papers of this 
Nation's most distinguished citizens. 
Papers which the Commission has 
been involved in preserving include 
those of George Washington, John 
Adams, Andrew Jackson, Booker T. 
Washington, Samuel Gompers, George 
Marshall and many, many others. The 
$3 million we appropriate for this pro
gram is by no means the only money 
that is going into this effort. It is how
ever an important stimulus. 

The non-Federal share of contribu
tions for projects receiving support 
from the Commission averages 47.2 
percent. This is actual committed dol
lars from private and corporate 
sources. If one were to consider inkind 
support as well, the average private 
share per project receiving support 
would be closer to 60 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, each year we spend 
millions in support of the Smithsonian 
and other museums throughout our 
country to preserve our historical arti
facts. The number of visitors to the 

Smithsonian and our other museums 
has increased dramatically in recent 
years reflecting the keen interest 
Americans have in their heritage. I be
lieve the American people are interest
ed in the preservation of their docu
mentary heritage and I do not believe 
the American people think $3 million 
is too much for this purpose. I support 
the committee's $3 million recommen
dation. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank the 
gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California <Mr. DANNE
MEYER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

ALLOWANCES AND OFFICE STAFF FOR FORMER 
PRESIDENTS 

For carrying out the provisions of the Act 
of August 25, 1958, as amended (3 U.S.C. 102 
note), and Public Law 95-138, $1,106,000: 
Provided, That the Administrator of Gener
al Services shall transfer to the Secretary of 
the Treasury such sums as may be neces
sary to carry out the provisions of such 
Acts. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OTTINGER 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. OTTINGER: 

Page 25, line 20, strike out "$1,106,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$845,000". 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, 
again this year I am offering this 
amendment to the appropriation for 
the General Services Administration 
to reduce funding for former Presi
dents, this time from roughly $1.1 mil
lion to $845,000, a reduction of ap
proximately 25 percent. This reduc
tion will certainly cause the three 
beneficiaries of this measure no hard
ship. Given some of the things this 
money has been spent for in the past, 
I think the reduction is a necessity. 
None of us doubt that there is a need 
to provide some funding for former 
Presidents. 

In addition to the very large pen
sions they have earned, former Presi
dents require assistance to deal with 
the special responsibilities that fall on 
anyone who has held that high office. 
At the same time that Congress first 
approved the idea of financial assist
ance to former Presidents, Members 
were rightly concerned about the pos
sibility of a President leaving office 
penniless, as several of our early Presi
dents, in fact, did. 

Things have changed so drastically 
since that time that present economic 
realities make a mockery of that con
cern. In recent times our Presidents 
have left office to amass fortunes. Our 
laws to provide them with financial as
sistance look more and more like wel-
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fare programs to aid people who 
hardly are in need of aid. 

Adding to this embarrassment is the 
list of items and services that have in 
the past been purchased with this 
money. Consider what some of this 
money is, in fact, used for: 

Twenty-nine thousand dollars to 
move former President Nixon from 
California to New York. 

Thirty-five thousand dollars for 
former President Ford's annual tele
phone bill, and both Presidents Nixon 
and Carter receive similar amounts. 

One thousand one hundred dollars 
for newspaper and magazine subscrip
tions for Mr. Ford. 

Two hundred and fifty dollars for 
cable television for Mr. Ford and his 
staff. 

Twenty-four dollars to repair Mr. 
Ford's silver coffee server. I am not 
sure if this is part of the coffee service 
we bought for Mr. Ford last year for 
$890. 

Two thousand two hundred and 
forty dollars for office plants and $100 
per month for a watering service in 
Mr. Ford's office. 

Five hundred and eighteen dollars 
per month for auto expenses for Mr. 
Nixon, including repair of his golf 
cart. 

Of course, this does not even cover 
the transition expenses we pay to Mr. 
Carter, $250 a month of which goes to 
his mother for the office he rents in a 
house which she owns. 

For these reasons I have introduced 
H.R. 3904, the Former Presidents' Fa
cilities and Services Reform Act of 
1981. It covers a wide variety of ex
penses that go beyond this particular 
appropriation, but it also covers the 
direct payments that we are consider
ing today. 

My bill would provide $300,000 for a 
former President for the first 4 years 
out of office, $250,000 for the next 4 
years, and $200,000 after that. Ac
cordingly, my amendment today for 
$845,000 allows $250,000 for both 
former Presidents Nixon and Ford, 
and $300,000 for former President 
Carter. It leaves unaffected the 
$45,000 the Appropriations Committee 
recommendation for the widows of 
former Presidents. 

The benefits provided in my bill are 
certainly generous enough and my 
amendment today would bring the 
spending of former Presidents in line 
with this legislation. 

Surely this is enough· to cover the 
expenses of those who have gained 
great wealth as a result of their past 
position. 

I will not bring this amendment to a 
record vote if I can get some assur
ances from the chairman and the 
ranking minority member that they 
will examine the size to which these 
appropriations have grown for the 
future and that the kind of excesses 
which have been allowed to go 

through in the past will also be ad
dressed; but I do think that the Ameri
can people have a right to be outraged 
at this kind of excess. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OTTINGER. I would be glad to 
yield to the chairman. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to assure the gentleman 
that everything possible is being done. 

With respect to questionable ex
penditures, for example, related to 
former Presidents, the GAO report of 
September 10, 1979, stated in part that 
while several unusual office expendi
tures for former Presidents Ford and 
Nixon were noted, the GAO believes 
that GSA has been reasonable under 
existing legislative guidelines in deter
mining whether to approve expenses. 

The committee will further make 
sure that GAO continues looking at 
this matter even more carefully, so 
that these unnecessary expenditures 
will not continue. 

I can assure the gentleman that the 
committee will do everything possible 
to see to it that the intent of the bill 
that the gentleman introduced on 
June 11, 1981, is carried out when it is 
enacted. 

I commend the gentleman for 
having introduced that bill. As the 
gentleman knows, there have been no 
hearings up to this time; but neverthe
less, we hope that we can do some
thing about this particular situation to 
insure that all expenditures are 
proper. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I thank the gentle
man for his assistance. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OTTINGER. I would be glad to 
yield to the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to support this amendment. 
This is a serious and important ques
tion and I think it deserves a favorable 
vote in this House. I applaud the Con
gressman for bringing it up. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I thank my good 
friend, the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey. 

As I say, I will not bring this to a 
vote, but I do not think the GAO has 
done its job when it allows the kind of 
frivolous expenditures that ought to 
be personal expenditures. The former 
Presidents are, in fact, adequately 
compensated. Also, I do not think 
GAO examination, even if it were ade
quate, answers my concerns; I want 
not only to eliminate abuses but also, 
as a matter of policy, lower the 
amount taxpayers must pay for office 
and travel expenditures of former 
Presidents. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has ex
pired. 

<At the request of Mr. MILLER of 
California, and by unanimous consent, 

Mr. OTTINGER was allowed to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OTTINGER. I would be glad to 
yield to my friend, the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to commend the 
gentleman for bringing this issue to 
the Congress. I do not think it is a 
question of having the GAO audit 
whether it be the expenditures of 
money are proper or improper. I think 
it is a determination for this Congress 
to set an amount of money that we 
deem to be reasonable for the ex
penses of a former President and if 
the former President wishes to spend 
an amount of money in excess of that, 
so be it; but when a former President 
decides that he is going to have two or 
three houses and then we are obligat
ed to provide security at all of them, I 
think that is a luxury. 

When I go by a former President's 
house on a golf course in southern 
California and he is in Aspen, and I 
see a full complement of security 
people there, where most of the Mem
bers of this House could not get on 
that golf course, let alone get next to 
the house, and the American people 
are paying for the security, I think we 
have got to be concerned about it. 

I think the time has come for us to 
set a limit, or we are going to slowly 
drift into creating a class of very spe
cial privilege, which is the former 
Presidency of the United States. 

I do not think we have a tradition or 
much of a future if we make that de
termination. We would like to believe 
that the Presidents of the United 
States come from the ranks of the 
people in this country and in the tra
dition of Harry Truman they return to 
the people of this country. 

0 1410 

As we now find out more recently in 
our past experiences with former 
Presidents, they do very well financial
ly. We now find that a President, a 
former President can get $5,000--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has again 
expired. 

<At the request of Mr. MILLER of 
California and by unanimous consent 
Mr. OTTINGER was allowed to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. MILLER of California. If the 
gentleman will continue to yield, a 
former President can get $5,000 for 
going across town and giving a speech. 
But we have to provide the security 
and we have to provide the people to 
carry his luggage. I think enough is 
enough, in the words of the gentleman 
from Indiana <Mr. JACOBS) of this 
House, because I think we owe it to 
say that we are prepared to provide a 
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certain limit but after that you are on 
your own. 

I am sure that this House will be, if 
we look at our past experience, will be 
more than generous. But I just do not 
think in these tight fiscal times, where 
all of us have experienced making cuts 
in the Federal budget, that this could 
not just go on only to be reviewed by 
the GAO, which is then put into the 
very difficult position and task of de
termining whether paying someone to 
water flowers or whether you ought to 
water your flowers yourself is proper 
or not. 

I commend the gentleman for bring
ing this issue before the House. I 
would hope the House would vote on 
this or we could get some commitment 
that we are going to have a smaller 
amount. 

Mr. OTTINGER. In reply to my 
good friend from California, what he 
suggests, in fact, is what my legislation 
does. It limits the amount of a former 
President for expenses to $300,000 for 
their first 4 years out of office when 
there is likely to be a good deal of 
business. Then it cuts back to $250,000 
for the next 4 years and $200,000 after 
that. 

The appropriation in this bill is for 
$1,106,000 for three Presidents, which 
is $155,000 over that; it is that amount 
which my amendment seeks to cut. 

Mr. MILLER of California. It may 
be also, if the gentleman will yield, 
that we could even reduce that 
amount to some extent if we provide 
commissary privileges to former Presi
dents. Then they could reduce their 
overhead. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OTTINGER. I yield to the gen
tlewoman from New Jersey <Mrs. FEN
WICK). 

Mrs. FENWICK. I . thank my col
league for yielding. I think this is a 
significant amendment. We can re
member that John Adams left the 
Presidency and went back to a small 
white clapboard house on the main 
street of Quincy and then became a 
Member of this House. 

We have no princes in this Nation; 
we have citizens. We serve for a time 
as a citizen-Representative here in 
Congress, or as President of the 
United States. Obviously the times are 
different and security has to be pro
vided. But the scale is getting out of 
hand and I think this is a wise amend
ment. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I thank the gentle
woman. 

The amount of money actually in
volved in comparison to the overall 
budget consideration is not enormous. 
But I do think the principle is correct 
and I would hope the committee, in 
examining future appropriation re
quests, would cut back to something 
along the proportions of the legisla
tion that I have proposed. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
It seems to me that this House has 

more important business than political 
nitpicking at the allowances and ex
penses for former Presidents. 

The gentleman from New York has 
written to Members of the House, and 
he mentioned it here again, itemizing 
certain expenses as examples of abuse, 
such as $1,100 for magazine expenses, 
$35,000 for annual phone bills, $29,000 
for moving expenses, and $890 for a 
silver coffee service. 

The gentleman's examples are very 
interesting. 

I wonder if the gentleman from New 
York, and I hope he listens, has ever 
examined the quarterly reports of the 
Clerk of the House, which itemize ex
penses for individual Members of Con
gress. 

I have done so, and in particular I 
have examined the expenses of the 
gentleman from New York for the 12-
month period ending on April 30, 1981. 

I am sure that the gentleman ex
pects his own expenses to be subject to 
the same kind of scrutiny and exami
nation that he has so diligently ap
plied to the expenses for our former 
Presidents. 

Let ·us look at magazine subscrip
tions, where the gentleman from New 
York points out that the expenses for 
former Presidents includes $1,100. 

Subscriptions to newspapers and 
magazines are a normal expense of 
any public official or public figure. 

The expenses, however, for the gen
tleman from New York, <Mr. OTTIN
GER> , are extraordinary for newspapers 
and magazines for the 12 months 
ending April 30, 1981. They total 
$3,978.96. He has rich tastes. Outside 
of Roll Call, he has daily and general 
news delivery, the Daily Argus, the 
Pelham Sun, Israel Today, Research 
Institute of America, Westchester 
magazine, North Castle News, Scars
dale Inquirer, Washington Post. 

I usually buy my own Washington 
Post. 

He has the New York Times, Jewish 
Council of Yonkers. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONTE. I am glad to yield to 
my good friend. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I do not know if 
the gentleman would care to tell us 
what his expenses are, but I happen to 
have a very literate district. We have a 
good number of publications in my dis
trict, and in order to keep contact with 
them I have to know what they are 
saying. So I have no apologies for 
that. I am sure the gentleman from 
Massachusetts has a similar experi
ence. 

Mr. CONTE. Of course I have a simi
lar district. 

For everyone's edification I would 
like to have them compare my expense 

accounts and the gentleman's. I will 
read this glorious list of 36 publica
tions, at a cost of $3,978.96 of the tax
payers' money. 

The list follows: 
OFFICE OF HON. RICHARD L . OTTINGER, OFFI

CIAL EXPENSES-SUBSCRIPTIONS FOR 1 YEAR 
<APRIL 1980-April 1981) 
April 10, 1980, 1080101388, Roll Call, 

Subscr. renewal 15 cc. 1 yr. 1/1/80- 12/31/80, 
$25.00. 

April 17, 1980, 1080108059, Dist. Delivery 
Service, quar. subscr. renewal to DC-NY 
Times Post, Daily News 4/1/30, $149.48. 

April 17. 1980, 1080108047, the Daily 
Argus, Renewal-1 Yr Subs (7 days) Mt. 
Vernon Dist Off@ $2 week, $104.00. 

April 25, 1980, 1080116237, The Pelham 
Sun, Annual Subs · .mewal, 10 Fiske Pl, Mt. 
Vernon, $12.00. 

May 12, 1980, 1080133015, Israel Today, 
Subsc. Renewal 1 Yr. 4/30/80-4/30/81, $9.50. 

May 15, 1980, 1080136332, Research Insti
tute of America, Report & Wkly. Issues 
Ann. Subsc. Wash DC 4/7 /80-4/7 /81, 
$36.00. 

June 12, 1980, 1080164297, Westchester 
Magazine, One Yr. Subscr. Renewal <New 
Rochelle) 6/9/80-6/9/81, $12.00. 

July 14, 1980, 0196100231, Access, Ann. 
Subscr. Renewal June 1980-81, $24.00. 

July 14, 1980, 0196100410, Dist. Delivery 
Service, Quar. Subscr. Renewal NY Times, 
NY News, NY Post (7 /l -9/30/80), $149.48. 

August 5, 1980, 0217100064, North Castle 
News, Subsc. Renewal 1 year, $10.00. 

August 14, 1980, 0227100025, Scarsdale In
quirer, Subscr. Renewal 1 year daily to NR, 
$10.50. 

September 16, 1980, 0260100058, National 
Journal Reports, Renewal 1 Yr. Subsc. & 2 
binders, $439.00. 

September 16, 1980, 0260100066, Cong. 
Quarterly, Renewal Dec. 80-Nov. 81 Incl. Al 
manac, $315.00. 

October 17, 1980, 0291770017, Federal Sys
tems, Quar. Subscr. to Federal Jobs (9/22-
12/1/80, $20.00. 

October 17, 1980, 0291810027, Wall Street 
Journal, Renew 1 Yr. Subsc. <12/1/80-12/1/ 
81) $63.00. 

December 8, 1980, 0343800024, Washing
ton Post, 1 Yr. Subsec. D&S <11/21/80-11/ 
20/81) $91.00. 

December 8, 1980, 0343800025, Westmore 
News, 1 Yr. Renewal Weekly $7.00. 

December 10, 1980, 0345450028 Hudson's 
Directory, 1 Yr. Renewal-Contracts Directo
ry <1/1/80-1/1/81), $60.00. 

December 17, 1980, 0352810015, NY Times, 
Quar. Renewal <10/80-1/81) D&S for DC 
Office, $61.50. 

December 17, 1980, 0352810016, Scarsdale 
Inquirer, 1 Yr. to DC Office, $13.00. 

December 31, 1980, 1002460023, Congress
women's Caucus, Ann. Subsc. to Update 1/ 
5-12/31/81, $125.00. 

January 13, 1981, 1013470018, Jewish 
Council of Yonkers, 1 Yr. Subscr. Renewal 
1981, $5.00. 

January 13, 1981, 1013470020, Cong. Quar
terly, Set of CQ Binders. $23.50. 

January 23, 1981, 1022430027, Westchester 
Rockland Newspapers, 1 Yr. Mail Subsc. <7 
days) Del. to New Roch & Wash. Offices <14 
Sub.), $1,764.00. 

February 18, 1981, 1049730021, NY Times 
Sales, D&S 2nd Subscr. 0/5- 4/5/81), $58.50. 

February 18, 1981, 1049730020, NY Times 
Sales, Addit. D&S Papers <l/5-4/5/81), 
$58.50. 



July 30, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 18771 
February 22, 1981, 1052510019, Harrison 

Independent, 1 Yr. Renewal 1981, New Ro
chelle, $9.00. 

February 22, 1981, 1052510021, Yonkers 
Record, 1 Yr. Weekly to NR, $5.00. 

February 22, 1981, 1052510022, Westmore 
News, DC Subscr. Renewal, $7.00. 

March 6, 1981, 1065600006, Suburban 
Street, 1 Yr. Renewal to DC, $10.00. 

March 6, 1981, 1065600007, Patent Trader, 
1 Yr. Renewal to DC, $39.00. 

March 6, 1981, 1065600008, Patent Trader, 
1 Yr. Renewal to NR, $39.00. 

March 6, 1981, 1065600014, Pelham Sun, 1 
Yr. Subscr. to NR, $15.00. 

March 6, 1981, 1065600015, Federal Jobs, 1 
Yr. Subscription, $70.00. 

March 6, 1981, 1065600013, Pelham Sun, 1 
Yr. Subscr. to DC, $15.00. 

March 10, 1981, 1069950018, Cole Publica
tions, Subscr. to Cole Westchester Directo
ry, $124.00. 

Annual total, $3,978.96. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CONTE. I will be glad to yield. I 

do have more to say, however. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. I was most inter

ested in the point about a Member 
having a literate district. I wonder if 
the thought has been given that a 
former President has the whole coun
try as a district, and I certainly hope 
the gentleman who made that com
ment is not suggesting that the coun
try itself is illiterate and that the 
President should not be entitled to 
such publications. 

Mr. CONTE. There is another point. 
These gentlemen are all retired and 
they have a little time to read. This 
gentleman is in Congress. Now, if I 
had to read all of these publications I 
would be holed up in a room for the 
rest of my life. I do not know how the 
gentleman gets in his office with all of 
these publications. He must have to 
wade through piles and piles of 
papers, and magazines. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Will the gentle
man yield further? 

Mr. CONTE. I yield to my good 
friend. I will tell my colleagues, he 
must be a fast reader. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I would just like to 
assure the gentleman that when I 
leave office this will no longer be at 
public expense. 

Mr. CONTE. I just saved the taxpay
ers some money here. 

Now let us go on. 
The gentleman notes that the phone 

bill for former President Ford was 
$35,000. 

The gentleman's phone bill for the 
12-month period was $15,674.26. I 
hope the gentleman is going to pick 
that one up too. I am sure that we 
could entertain the House for hours 
by reading phone expenses for various 
other Members of the House. But we 
have comity and we do not do it. 

I thought we could both play this 
little game here for a little bit. I hate 
to do this because the gentleman is my 
friend, and we do represent intellectu
al districts. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex
pired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. CONTE 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. CONTE. In the expenses of any 
office there are going to be a few 
items-such as a silver service or a 
repair to a golf car-that can be held 
up for selective ridicule. 

The fact remains that with one or 
two exceptions, the expenses for 
former Presidents are normal and 
routing office expenses, comparable in 
nature and magnitude to the expenses 
of running any other office-such as a 
congressional office. 

The gentleman's amendment should 
be summarily voted down by the com
mittee. 

D 1420 
Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise to oppose the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this 
amendment which seeks to reduce the 
budget for former Presidents. 

The Appropriations Committee's 
recommendation for fiscal year 1982 is 
an increase over fiscal year 1981. This 
increase, however, is necessary to pay 
the full year costs of former President 
Carter's pension, office staff, and re
lated expenses. 

The appropriation provides for the 
pensions, office staffs, and related ex
penses for former Presidents Nixon, 
Ford, and Carter. It also provides for 
the pensions and postal franking privi
leges for the widows of former Presi
dents Truman and Johnson. 

It should be rejected because it at
tempts to change the authorized 
amounts for former Presidents 
through the Appropriations Act 
rather than through changes in the 
authorization statute. This is properly 
a matter to be considered as a separate 
bill by the entire House as has been 
proposed by the sponsor of this 
amendment. To arbitrarily slash the 
former President's budget without 
adequate public hearings is unwise. 

If there are questionable expendi
tures being paid out of the former 
Presidents appropriation, then it is up 
to the Congress to review them and 
tighten the rules on what is and what 
is not to be paid. This should be done 
in a careful, surgical manner rather 
than with bias. 

I hope my contribution will help us 
reach a very high level of debate such 
as the proper mode used by the gentle
man from New York <Mr. OTTINGER) in 
proposing the amendment. 

As I understand the legislative situa
tion or the procedure, the gentleman 
has indicated that he really wants to 
get the attention of proper commit
tees, which I think is a proper effort. 
The authorizing committee should 

look at the legislation he has had 
drafted. I do not think anybody would 
object to a good, hard look at the prac
tices of auditing, budgeting, et cetera, 
for our former Presidents. 

Another reason I would like to lift 
this debate to a higher level is that is 
the only way we keep the attention of 
the gentlewoman from New Jersey 
<Mrs. FENWICK). The gentlewoman has 
to be challenged intellectually. Unfor
tunately, this amendment and a few 
others have come too close to the diffi
cult days we have had recently when 
there has been a little unnecessary 
partisanship. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
made quite clear this applied to all the 
former Presidents, including President 
Carter, and as was pointed out, ex
cesses which I think have been al
lowed to him. This is not a question of 
partisanship. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
am most upset at any cuts in Mr. Car
ter's budget, in a spirit of bipartisan
ship. 

I happen to think all of our former 
Presidents are national assets. I realize 
it is still customary in some circles to 
criticize Mr. Nixon. I think history will 
treat him far kinder than he is treated 
at the moment by the media. I think 
President Ford has reached the posi
tion in the eyes of the American 
public that shows an admiration they 
have for him. I think history will treat 
Jimmy Carter kindly when they look 
at his Panama Canal Treaty, the Sinai 
accords, and civil service reform. He 
will look much better 20 or 30 years 
from now than he does now when he is 
still subject to snide political com
ments. 

I would think if we keep in mind 
that our former Presidents do have ob
ligations, they do have pressures of 
their former office. They are respect
ed worldwide. I think that we should 
go through the proper channels at the 
authorization level. 

I really do not think we do justice to 
the men who have held the Office of 
President of the United States for, 
whoever he is, whatever his philoso
phy, the President of the United 
States, during his tenure of office, is 
the most important political figure in 
the world. As former Presidents of the 
United States, I think they deserve 
our respect and appreciation. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

I think the gentleman has raised the 
debate to a high and serious level. I 
think it is important that we treat 
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former Presidents well, that we treat 
them with gratitude and respect. I 
think that is a rather small amount of 
money for people who have given in a 
short time the equivalent of a lifetime 
of service to the United States. I 
thank the gentleman for making the 
point and I think it is a good thing 
that we discuss these matters. 

These people are frequently treated 
with some kind of derision. As the gen
tleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
CONTE) pointed out, they are criticized 
for doing things that are done by 
Members of this House every day; and 
the gentleman has made an excellent 
point. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to 
take the full 5 minutes. I would like to 
call the attention of the House to vari
ous facts with regard to this appro
priation. 

First of all, our former Presidents 
have and continue to make a contribu
tion to the country. The appropriation 
that has been made available over the 
years has been an appropriation rec
ommended by the Appropriations 
Committee after that amount has 
been authorized by another commit
tee. 

The gentleman from New York <Mr. 
OTTINGER) has already introduced a 
bill, which is H.R. 3904, which has not 
even been the subject of committee 
hearings. The proper place to make 
any changes, I would suggest, would 
be on the authorization level and that 
no changes should be made at this 
time. 

These funds have been specifically 
authorized by law. It is a benefit to 
former Presidents, both Democratic 
and Republican, and those benefits 
relate to their duties as former Presi
dents. 

We may not necessarily agree with 
the individual in question, but never
theless, he served this country as 
President of the United States. He is a 
former President. He is entitled to cer
tain considerations, and those consid
erations have been made available to 
him by law. 

I also agree that everything possible 
must be done to see to it that there is 
no abuse on the part of anyone in the 
use of these moneys. It seems to me 
that the assurance that I gave the gen
tleman from New York, <Mr. OTTIN
GER>, when he first started the debate 
that the committee will look into the 
matter, will have some oversight capa
bility that we will use to see to it that 
the proper agencies actually look into 
the matter to see to it that everything 
is being done properly; that should be 
sufficient. 

I thought that the gentleman was 
going to withdraw his amendment, but 
that was not the case. I sincerely hope 
that the amendment does not come to 
a vote. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. MYERS. I thank the chairman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, this type of amend
ment is not new. We have had them 
every time we have had a former 
President. I can recall when I served 
on this subcommittee several years 
ago there was an amendment offered 
on this floor trying to take up the 
landing lights at the LBJ Ranch that 
had already been installed because 
some few were mad at Lyndon John
son. That, too, was not wise. 

One can go so far, but have we lost 
sight, have we lost faith in our com
mittee system that this committee 
which has heard all the testimony, 
and maybe this could be cut a few dol
lars more, maybe it should be? I think 
maybe we ought to look at it. I have 
respect and I have faith in the com
mittee system, that the members of 
this committee and the staff have ex
amined this and cut it as much as the 
members think is wise to do so. 

I believe our committee system is 
still better than trying to resolve on 
things like this and impose our judg
ment, even though we may think it is 
right, for the judgment of those who 
have heard the witnesses and heard 
the testimony. 

I am going to support the subcom
mittee. 

Mr. ROYBAL. May I thank the gen
tleman for his contribution and assure 
the gentleman this subcommittee will 
continue to look into the matter. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. Chairman, I must say I have 
substantial confidence in the chair
man of this committee and the sub
committee and those that serve on it. 
This issue, as has already been stated, 
is not new. The committee, on a con
tinuing basis, as I understand it, is 
always looking at those expenses to 
make sure that they are not unneces
sary, that they are not unwarranted, 
and I really feel that this subcommit
tee, through the years, has done a job 
to make sure that warranted criticism 
is not well placed and has made sure 
that the appropriation itself is appro
priate and correct and is not excessive. 

Has this subcommittee-I ask the 
chairman-on a continuing basis, on a 
regular basis, looked at this appropria
tion item to make sure that it is not an 
unnecessary and unwarranted ex
pense? 

Mr. ROYBAL. The gentleman is cor
rect. We have that authority. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. On an ongoing 
basis, the subcommittee has investiga
tors and others who looked at this? I 
know during the Nixon era there was a 
tremendous investigative effort put 
forward to make sure there were not 
unwarranted expenses. 

Mr. ROYBAL. That is correct. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. I compliment the 

subcommittee on this continuing 
effort to make sure that we are not ap
propriating unwarranted dollars and 
for their continual effort to make sure 
that it is, in fact, business being car
ried on by former Presidents in a con
structive way. 

Mr. ROYBAL. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I thank the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point 
out that I am not cutting out all 
money for former Presidents. I do 
think they deserve their recognition, 
but that the expenditures have now 
gotten to a very high point. In addi
tion to their pensions, this total appro
priation now comes to $1,106,000. 

I have introduced legislation, as the 
gentleman has indicated. It has not 
been considered, but certainly it is not 
unusual in this body-including the 
gentleman from California, <Mr. Rous
SELOT>-for Members to seek to bring 
appropriations below the authoriza
tion level where it seems excessive. 
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I appreciate the acknowledgment of 

the gentleman from California <Mr. 
ROYBAL> , that he will continue his 
oversight in this matter. 

Mr. ROYBAL. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield to the gentle
man from Wyoming. 

Mr. CHENEY. I would simply like to 
thank the chairman. I think he has 
done an excellent job of presenting 
the case for continuing funding at its 
present level. I, too, would oppose the 
amendment and associate myself with 
the comments of the gentleman from 
California. 

We expect a great deal of our Presi
dents. We put them through the meat 
grinder to elect them, we treat them 
with great hostility when they are 
there, we expect abnormal sacrifices 
from them, and it seems to me that 
the least we can do is provide the level 
of assistance that they require once 
they have retired. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. ROYBAL. I thank the gentle

man for his contribution. 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JACOBS AS A SUB

STITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 
MR. OTTINGER 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment as a substitute for the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered offered by Mr. JACOBS 

as a substitute for the amendment offered 
by Mr. OTTINGER: Page 25, line 20, strike out 
"$1,106,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$293,500". 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. JACOBS 
was allowed to proceed for 4 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, this 
substitute for the amendment would 
simply provide that former Presidents 
be accorded their full pensions, that 
their widows be accorded full pensions, 
and that they would continue to have 
Secret Service protection, and that is 
all that the taxpayers would have to 
put up. 

Now, my good friend, the gentleman 
from Indiana <Mr. MYERS) said a 
moment ago, "Have we no faith in the 
committee system?" 

Well, the House said no, yesterday. 
The House said no, a few days before 
that. 

The matter of income taxes is rather 
complex, and it went through the 
committee system and was rejected 
summarily-a bill that was not even 
written in this body in any way, as I 
understand it. So I do not think that 
at this point in history we should let 
the argument stand entirely on wheth
er we have faith in the committee 
system. 

I hear another friend saying that we 
put our Presidents through the meat 
grinder. I think that is, to some 
extent, in the sense of a metaphor, 
true. But in a literal sense, we put 
young men who go forth to fight for 
their countries through the meat 
grinder, and some of them come out of 
it in far worse shape than Presidents 
of the United States, and the taxpay
ers accord them no such luxuries as 
are accorded former Presidents. 

The chairman has said that former 
Presidents have made and continue to 
make contributions to the country. I 
think that is probably true. Certainly 
someone who has been given the privi
lege of being President of this country 
ought to be willing to make some con
tributions after he or she has enjoyed 
that privilege. But there is another 
thing all of the former Presidents, 
who are living now, have and continue 
to make, and that is money. Merely by 
serving as President of the United 
States, I believe the going rate now is 
the capacity to collect $12,000 a 
speech. And under these expenses that 
are paid for by the taxpayers, the 
overhead for those speeches are paid 
by the taxpayers; that is to say, the 
travel to and from, the Secret Service 
to go to and from. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. MYERS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not speak for 
the former Presidents, but I know 
that, on one occasion, I was attempt
ing to get a former President to come 
to our State, and the taxpayers were 
not going to pay for air transporta
tion. The sponsors of the function had 
to, if they had the former President 
come. 

Mr. JACOBS. Let me give the gen
tleman an example. I suppose there 
are exceptions that prove the rule. Let 
me give an example of President 
Ford's recent trip around the world 
for an oil company, in which the tax
payers paid for the Secret Service pro
tection-the added expense of the 
Secret Service protection. I believe, at 
the last minute, President Ford 
dropped by the White House and 
somehow was anointed on the trip 
that he was going to make anyway for 
business purposes, and it was declared 
that he was making an official trip. 

Generally speaking, these appropria
tions will pick up such expenses. I 
could cite examples but probably do 
not have time to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, 4 years of service to 
the U.S. Government and a $70,000 
pension is what I would consider treat
ing former Presidents pretty well, ac
tually. After all, none was treated that 
well until the year 1958. 

The point has been made-one gen
tleman, I think, said in the debate
that former Presidents do not just 
merely have a small district; they have 
the whole United States as their dis
trict. That is not true. That is some
where in the Constitution that I have 
been unable to define. 

The former President of the United 
States has no official duty, and if the 
former President of the United States 
performs any official duty, funds are 
available to pay the expenses of the 
performance of that official duty. The 
plain fact is-Thomas Jefferson said it 
best, I suppose; he said, when he left 
the White House, "I go forth to accept 
a promotion from servant to master." 
But I do not think he meant master of 
other taxpayers. I think he meant 
that he went forth to have the highest 
office in the land as he conceived our 
Republic, namely that of a citizen, a 
private citizen. 

That is precisely what a former 
President is and that is what distin
guishes our society and our Govern
ment from many other societies 
around the world. That is one of the 
things in which we take pride. That 
was one of the basic premises and the 
conception of our Republic, that we 
were all citizens. And some of us have 
been given the priviledge of serving in 
public office. 

I would suggest to the committee 
that the dignity of a man or a woman 
is not according to how many freebees 
or emoluments are supplied to him or 
her by the taxpayers, but rather how 
that person conducts himself or her
self as a distinguished citizen of the 
country. 

I barely mention the Bill Mauldin 
cartoon years ago, when the general 
was coming into the camp, and every
one was running around and bowing 
and scraping. The cook in front of the 
mess tent said, "One more dang mouth 
to feed." 

After all, we are supposed to be in a 
society where we, as private citizens, 
even if we have had the privilege of 
serving in public office, are not sup
posed to be accorded any greater bene
fits from taxes, other than pensions, 
than any other citizen. 

So, I believe I perceive the mood of 
the committee. I perceive the mood of 
the House on yesterday when it made 
what has been acknowledged to be the 
greatest tax cut in the history of the 
United States. Some say that $40 bil
lion will have to be reduced from the 
Federal budget beyond what has al
ready been reduced just to meet the 
projections of this administration on 
the deficits as we go along on the next 
few years. Others say-I believe Mr. 
Stockman has said-that in times like 
these, only those who can demonstrate 
clear need should have any call upon 
the Treasury of the United States. 

So here is a $70,000 pension for a 
former President who can make 
$12,000 for a speech, write books, and 
make a million dollars from them, 
appear on television and get tens of 
thousands of dollars. At the same 
time, it is being proposed that the 
person who is 61 years old today and 
who has worked a lifetime in the 
social security system should forget 
about it next year under a promise for 
80 percent of his or her retirement 
benefits if he or she plan to retire next 
year. 

There is a great incongruity about 
this. There is a great incongruity 
about the tremendous tax cut. There 
is a great incongruity about the cuts 
that are taking place now in the Con
gress. Contrast that with the taxpay
ers of the United States picking up the 
expenses of the traveling tours and 
the speaking engagements of ex-Presi
dents of the United States, who collect 
the $12,000 and pocket it, and only 
give that part of it that the reduced 
taxes require to the U.S. Treasury. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the substitute 
amendment and the amendment I sup
pose was something that was benefi
cial to this House from the standpoint 
that various indiscretions, perhaps 
various violations or alleged violations, 
were pointed out to the Members. 
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But on the other hand, I think we 

have a situation here where we are 
trying to reduce an amount in an ap
propriation bill without the benefit of 
a public hearing. 

Maybe all of these things that have 
been said are true. But if they are, 
they should be made available to an 
authorizing committee in an open 
public hearing so that they can be 
amply discussed and debated, and 
then that authorization committee 
can do its work by looking into the sit
uation very carefully and then making 
the proper recommendation. 

0 1440 
So I feel that while all of this may 

have been beneficial, I still contend 
that this is not the place to make this 
kind of a reduction. 

I assured the maker of the original 
motion that the committee would look 
into this matter. We are mindful of 
the fact that we have that authority. 
We want to do something about the 
situation, if it in fact exists. 

The committee will continue to do 
its utmost to see to. it that if these vio
lations do occur that they cease imme
diately. We will all be insisting that 
the authorizing committee provide the 
necessary guidelines that the commit
tee and the House can follow. 

So I say to the House, Mr. Chair
man, that the proper place will be and 
should be the authorizing committee 
and at that time Members of the 
House of Representatives can go 
before that committee and present 
their testimony. They can be heard 
there just as well as any member of 
the public. That is the place where 
these complaints should be made. 
These recommendations should 
strongly be recommended, of course, 
and make it possible for the authoriz
ing committee then to look into this 
matter thoroughly and then make the 
proper recommendation to the House 
of Representatives, first of all, to the 
Committee on Appropriations who has 
to follow the authorizing level before 
anything can be done. 

We cannot appropriate over an 
amount that has been authorized. We 
have to follow the limitation of the 
authorizing legislation. 

So I firmly believe that this matter 
should definitely go to the level of the 
authorizing committee where it can be 
properly aired and debated and the 
proper recommendation made both to 
the Committee on Appropriations and 
to the House of Representatives. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. MYERS. As I understand the 
amendment now pending as a substi
tute, it would allow no travel for 
Secret Service who are by law required 
to protect our Presidents and Vice 
Presidents, thereby really compelling 

the President and Vice President; am I 
correct on that? 

Mr. ROYBAL. That is not correct. 
Mr. MYERS. There would be travel 

allowed, there is travel money in the 
gentleman's amendment for Secret 
Service? 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. JACOBS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

My understanding is that this 
amendment does not touch Secret 
Service protection in any way. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to use 
the 5 minutes. 

I commend the chairman of the sub
committee for his comments and I do 
think that this should properly be 
aired in a forum before a legislative 
committee. 

However, I think as we do that we 
must recognize that the former Presi
dents are an asset for this country. Be
cause of the knowledge that they 
have, their ability to communicate, 
sometimes conflicting opinions with a 
present administration even, are valu
able to the American citizens. Some of 
the work that they are supported in 
doing is in communicating, is in deal
ing with a constituency that was 
theirs. 

I think we have to ask ourselves as 
we attempt to curtail them, would we 
in fact run the risk of losing that serv
ice or seriously cutting off the services 
of their ability, not in the context of 
going to make a speech, but literally 
as a spokesman on policy. 

Would we silence that voice or would 
we put it strictly on a basis where they 
had to go and be compensated for the 
purpose of speaking. 

I realize, and I think any of us who 
look at it realize that of the vast num
bers of speeches made by former 
Presidents, Carter, Ford, or Nixon, I 
do not think we will find the compen
sation. Yes; there are those for com
pensation. I think we will find many 
who are not for compensation, who 
are for the public good, that they are 
in fact staying involved in keeping the 
public informed. 

I think we would curtail them. 
Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gen

tleman from Indiana. 
Mr. JACOBS. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Would the gentleman be content to 

have a proviso that the speeches that 
do command honoraria, that in con
nection with those speeches travel ex
penses would not be paid and even 
maybe even office time that is used for 
booking those profitable speeches, 

that that would be charged to the 
profit made by the former President? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I think there again 
we would be in a situation of bringing 
this before a legislative committee. We 
should bring it before a legislative 
committee and should discuss it and 
should have an action on it. I certainly 
would find that less objectionable 
than I do the amendment here. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. MYERS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

My friend from Indiana confuses 
me. A moment ago I asked if travel 
were covered by the amendment of 
the gentleman from Indiana and the 
gentleman said, no. 

Mr. JACOBS. If the gentleman will 
yield. 

Mr. MYERS. In the colloquy earlier 
the gentleman from Indiana respond
ed, when I inquired that the sponsors 
of the speech in Indiana were required 
to pay the former President's trans
portation. Yet, in the well, the gentle
man said, yes, but the Secret Service 
has to go along, all that expense. Now 
the gentleman is going back again to 
say it is not covered. Which is it? 

Mr. JACOBS. The gentleman from 
Indiana is quite right, he is confused. 

Mr. MYERS. I may not be the only 
one from Indiana confused. That is 
what bothers me. 

Mr. JACOBS. Well, I might say I 
can explain it to the gentleman, but I 
cannot comprehend it for him. 

I simply said travel expenses would 
be covered here, in this amendment, 
but Secret Service protection would 
not. 

In other words, the plane fare for 
the ex-President is involved in these 
appropriations, but not the expenses 
of the Secret Service for their equip
ment and for their presence to protect. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. If I may reclaim 
my time, I think we have devoted a 
sufficient amount of time to this sub
ject. 

I would say in closing obviously 
there is some confusion, obviously the 
matter should go before a legislative 
committee to be discussed, and I do 
not think that this is the proper time 
to make such a far-reaching decision 
and I think that the chairman of our 
subcommittee was absolutely correct 
and I think that we should def eat this 
amendment. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. JACOBS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I think it should be un
derstood, as I understand it, the Secret 
Service protection is not covered 
under this appropriation at all, it is 
covered under the appropriations for 
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the Treasury Department. It simply is 
not involved here. There should not be 
any confusion about that. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. If I may reclaim 
my time, I am not questioning that ar
gument. I yielded time for someone 
else. I think that the whole matter is 
such that it should in fact be put aside 
at this time and that we should pro
ceed as the committee has presented 
this bill to the full body. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I think the question now has been 
adequately discussed. I think what the 
gentleman from Indiana <Mr. JACOBS) 
and I and a good many other people 
who have spoken to us, the point we 
are trying to make is that the ex
penses covered by the taxpayers have 
grown excessive, and we would like the 
Appropriations Committee to take this 
into account. 

I do have legislation in to cut back 
funds for former President's office ex
penses through the legislative commit
tee. But this is the first time I ever 
heard the Appropriations Committee 
assert that it was not its job to decide 
within the authorized level what that 
appropriation ought to be. 

I do think our efforts to cut are in 
the appropriate place; we think this 
appropriation is too high and we ap
preciate the commitment, at least on 
behalf of the chairman, to examine 
the question of these levels in the 
future. 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OTTINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. ADDABBO. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

The gentleman is correct in what 
the chairman has said. We do look at 
the question, what they have brought 
before us, what the gentleman has dis
cussed, and the gentleman from Indi
ana has discussed possibly other cor
rections, and that should go to the leg
islative committee. What happened is 
that the committee justification is the 
amount that has been provided here. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I would be enor
mously appreciative if my friend from 
New York would speak to the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. YATES) and the 
gentleman from Alabama <Mr. BEVILL) 
in that respect with regard to our 
energy authorization. We have always 
authorized a great deal more than 
they have seen fit to give us in appro
priations and if they would abide by 
our guidance a little better, I think 
the whole country would be better for 
it. Indeed, the gentleman from Ala
bama <Mr. BEVILL) just recently appro
priated moneys for the Clinch River 
breeder reactor that the legislative 
committee had deauthorized. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OTTINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

We realize that we in appropriations 
obviously have the right to cut funds 
from the authorizing level. I do not 
recall this argument being made 
before our subcommittee. I do not 
recall the gentleman preparing us, 
giving us the information, giving us 
the opportunity to go into the particu
lar subject, of presenting his views. 

Quite frankly, as a member of that 
subcommittee, I missed it if the gen
tleman did that. He might be able to 
better inform us as to whether he 
came to the committee. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I will reclaim my 
time. I have written to the subcommit
tee. I have introduced legislation of 
which the chairman was aware. I do 
not know whether we wrote this time 
or not. I introduced a similar amend
ment on the floor last year. 

I think the committee is now on 
notice that there is serious concern 
about these levels and I think we will 
appreciate a closer examination of the 
question in the future. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I subscribe to the 
thoughtful suggestion of the gentle
man from New York. We have had 
more than enough debate on the sub
ject, but truth compels me to observe 
that the gentleman from Indiana <Mr. 
JACOBS) had once been described in 
certain media outlets as being a flam
boyant dresser. I wish the record to 
show that he is dressed in a very 
sedate, proper fashion this afternoon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Indiana <Mr. JACOBS) as a 
substitute for the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
OTTINGER). 

The amendment offered as a substi
tute for the amendment was rejected. 
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Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to 
point out that I have circularized the 
members of the committee earlier, sev
eral days ago, a few weeks ago, con
cerning the points, both those made 
by Mr. OTTINGER and the points I 
made myself. I would like to answer 
one suggestion, however, that was 
made earlier in the debate, that per
haps there is some umbrage on the 
part of those of us who advocate those 
changes toward one or more of the 
former Presidents. 

I would like to say for my own part 
that simply is not true. Someone said 
that President Nixon would eventually 
be judged better by history than he is 

now. That is for history to tell us, but 
I can tell the Members that my father 
and President Nixon are dear friends. 
They served together on the same 
committee in the House of Represent
atives, and nobody in this country, I 
think, was more hurt at the develop
ments of Watergate than my father. I 
felt quite hurt by that as well. 

I bear no umbrage to any former 
President. I bore no umbrage toward 
Speaker McCormack when he left, and 
special funds were voted by the House 
for a special office for him. I simply 
thought that those things are not ours 
to give. They belong to the taxpayers. 
That is why I think this amendment 
should pass. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
BEILENSON). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. OTTINGER). 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 506. No part of any appropriation 

contained in this Act shall be available for 
the procurement of, or for the payment of, 
the salary of any person engaged in the pro
curement of stainless steel flatware not pro
duced in the United States or its posses
sions, except to the extent that the Admin
istrator of General Services or his designee 
shall determine that a satisfactory quality 
and sufficient quantity of stainless steel 
flatware produced in the United States or 
its possessions, cannot be procured as and 
when needed from sources in the United 
States or its possessions, or except in ac
cordance with procedures provided by sec
tion 6-104.4(b) of Armed Services Procure
ment Regulation, dated January 1, 1969. 
This section shall be applicable to all solici
tations for bids issued after its enactment. 

Mr. ADDABBO <during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that title V be considered as 
read and open to amendment at any 
point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are 

there any points of order against the 
provisions of title V? 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against section 
506, on page 34. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state his point of order. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I am 
making a point of order against sec
tion 506 under rule XX!, clause 2, 
which provides that, with respect to 
appropriation bills, "Any provision in 
any such bill or amendment thereto 
changing existing law • • *" shall not 
be in order. 

Simply, it is legislating on an appro
priation bill. Section 506 provides au
thority to the Administrator of Gener
al Services or his designee to make de
terminations as to the availability of a 
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sufficient quantity or satisfactory 
quantity of stainless steel flatware 
produced in the United States or its 
possessions. The operative language is 
on line 14 of page 34, where the Ad
ministrator, or his designee, 
"• * • shall determine • • ... 

The designation of that authority 
goes beyond the limitation of funds 
which are the subject of this appro
priation. It imposes additional duties, 
not now required by law, on the Ad
ministrator of the General Services 
Administration, and it thereby consti
tutes an effort to change existing law 
under the guise of a limitation. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I make 
my point of order against section 506. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
ROYBAL) desire to be heard? 

Mr. ROYBAL. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I 

would like to inform the gentleman 
that the committee does concede the 
point of order at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained. 

Are there other points of order 
against the provisions of title V? 

Are there any amendments to title 
V? If not, the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 611. Funds made available by this or 

any other Act to (1) the General Services 
Administration, including the fund created 
by the Public Buildings Amendments of 
1972 <86 Stat. 216), and (2) the "Postal Serv
ice Fund" <39 U.S.C. 2003), shall be avail
able for employment of guards for all build
ings and areas owned or occupied by the 
United States or the Postal Service and 
under the charge and control of the Gener
al Services Administration or the Postal 
Service, and such guards shall have, with re
spect to such property, the powers of special 
policemen provided by the first section of 
the Act of June 1, 1948 (62 Stat. 281; 40 
U.S.C. 318), but shall not be restricted to 
certain Federal property as otherwise re
quired by the proviso contained in said sec
tion, and, as to property owned or occupied 
by the Postal Service, the Postmaster Gen
eral may take the same actions as the Ad
ministrator of General Services may take 
under the provisions of sections 2 and 3 of 
the Act of June 1, 1948 (62 Stat. 281; 40 
U.S.C. 318a, 318b) attaching thereto penal 
consequences under the authority and 
within the limits provided in section 4 of the 
Act of June 1, 1948 <62 Stat. 281; 40 U.S.C. 
318c>. 

Mr. ADDABBO (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that title VI be considered as 
read and open to amendment at any 
point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

Are there any points of order 
against any provisions of title VI? 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I raise a 

point of order to section 611, only that 

provision on page 41, line 18, from the 
word "but" through the word "sec
tion" on line 20. I make exactly the 
same objection raised by the gentleman 
from Minnesota <Mr. FRENZEL) in that 
it seeks to change existing law in an 
appropriation bill. It specifically seeks 
to waive section 40, United States 
Code, section 318, which restricts 
criminal jurisdiction only to certain 
Federal property. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman from California wish to 
be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, the 
committee concedes the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
point of order is sustained against line 
18, beginning with the word "but", 
line 19, and line 20 with the exception 
of the word "and". 

Are there any other points of order 
against the provisions of title VI? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ERTEL 
Mr. ERTEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ERTEL: Page 

43, immediately after line 21 insert the fol
lowing new sections: 

SEc. 617. Except for services provided for 
the President and Vice President and their 
families, none of the funds provided in this 
Act to any Department or Agency shall be 
obligated or expended to provide a personal 
cook, chauffeur, or other personal servants 
to any officer or employee of such Depart
ment or Agency. 

SEc. 618. Except for vehicles provided to 
the President, Vice President and their fam
ilies, or to the United States Secret Service, 
none of the funds provided in this Act to 
any Department or Agency shall be obligat
ed or expended to procure passenger auto
mobiles as defined in 15 U.S.C. 2001 with an 
EPA estimated miles per gallon average of 
less than 22 miles per gallon. 

The requirements of this section may be 
waived by the Administrator of the General 
Services Administration for special-purpose 
or special-mission automobiles. 

Mr. ERTEL (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ERTEL. Mr. Chairman, it is my 

understanding that the committee will 
accept this amendment. It is an 
amendment which I have presented 
previously. This amendment would 
prohibit funds under this section from 
being· used for a chauffeur, personal 
cook, or other personal services. In ad
dition to that, the amendment pro
vides that any vehicle purchased 
under this act shall, in fact, have an 
EPA rating in excess of 22 miles per 
gallon. 

The amendment also provides for a 
waiver of that provision in the event 
that the Administrator of the General 
Services Administration determines it 

is necessary for a special mission or a 
special purpose. The reason for the 
last section is because they have emer
gency vehicles, police vehicles and 
other types of emergency vehicles 
which may not meet that particular 
requirement. However, for a normal 
standard passenger automobile, it 
should in fact exceed an EPA rating of 
22 miles per gallon. 

In addition to that, it excepts from 
the vehicle provision the vehicles for 
the President of the United States, the 
Vice President, and their families and 
the Secret Service; the reason being, 
of course, that they have special-type 
vehicles which would require extra 
protection that would not reach the 
limitations as required in the act. 

D 1500 
I might point out that since I have 

started to off er this type of amend·· 
ment I have been getting a lot of com · 
munications in my office about private 
chauffeurs and abuses of the Federal 
exchequer. People have been dropping 
in to my office and dropping off state
ments to me showing where, in fact, 
Federal bureaucrats have been abus
ing tax dollars. Although it does not 
relate directly to this particular 
amendment, because this act only ap
plies to Treasury and Post Office. I 
just thought I might share with the 
committee some of the things that 
have come to my office. I do not know 
if this letter is true or not; it was an 
anonymous letter delivered to my 
office. However, I will certainly report 
to the committee if it turns out to be 
correct. 

The letter states as follows: 
Congressman ALLEN ERTEL, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ERTEL: Good for you 
with your car or limo amendment! Here is a 
case. 

SBA's new Administrator, Michael Car
denas, has just gotten himself a new govern
ment car-top of the line Olds 98, white, 
mag or wire wheels, landau roof, leather 
seats, the works. SBA had two 1980 cars, 
Buick and Olds, with plush seats and tele
phones, but standard blue in color and ap
parently not suitable. 

What does an SBA Administrator do with 
a car and a chauffeur? Ride back and forth 
from Capitol Hill a couple of times a week, 
go to lunch, get picked up at home in the 
morning, taken home at night, get driven to 
parties with his wife. 

GSA is said to have objected, refused to 
buy such a car. It arrived this week and ap
parently was leased to get around GSA. 
Someone over at GSA might be helpful to 
you on this one. 

This sort of thing has been bad enough 
for years, but intolerable when we are cut
ting money for old folks and poor kids. 

SBA has an inspector-general who is sup
posed to guard against waste, fraud and 
abuse. He has to know about the car. He 
can't walk out of the building without 
seeing it. You might try asking him, in writ
ing, whether he, as inspector-general, thinks 
this use of public money is justified or a 
waste. 
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Mr. Chairman, I intend to follow up 

with the Inspector General to see if 
this is true. I do not know. But the 
point is that my amendment would 
prevent this kind of activity, which if 
true certainly is not justified at tax
payers' cost. It just seems to me that 
what we ought to do is insist that in 
our efforts to economize-we include 
the bureaucrats as well as the Ameri
can people. 

That is why I ask that this amend
ment be adopted. I think it makes 
sense. It cuts·out private chauffeurs, it 
cuts out private servants and also wait
ers, and in addition to that, it provides 
for a standard mileage for our automo
biles, which would be a help to the 
energy problem. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact 
that the requirements imposed by this 
section can be waived by the Adminis
trator of the General Services Admin
istration for special purpose or special 
mission automobiles, the committee 
does in fact accept the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. ERTEL). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ASHBROOK 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I 
off er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ASHBROOK: 

Page 43, after line 21, insert: 
SEc. 617. No funds appropriated by this 

Act shall be available to pay for an abortion, 
except where the life of the mother would 
be endangered if the fetus were carried to 
term, or the administrative expenses in con
nection with any health plan under the 
Federal employees health benefit program 
which provides any benefits or coverage for 
abortions, except where the life of the 
mother would be endangered if the fetus 
were carried to term, under such negotiated 
plans after the last day of the contracts cur
rently in force. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I reserve a point of order on the gen
tleman's amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentlewoman from Colorado (Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) reserves a point of order 
on the amendment. 

The gentleman from Ohio <Mr. ASH
BROOK) is recognized for 5 minutes in 
support of his amendment. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, 
my amendment is consistent with past 
actions of this body and I am told that 
it is in accord with the Reagan admin
istration's postion on abortion. I be
lieve that most of my colleagues will 
be able to support it. 

Last year, during consideration of 
the Treasury-Postal Service appropria
tion bill, I offered an antiabortion 
amendment which was adopted by a 
vote of 228 to 170. The amendment 
was offered again on May 13 of this 
year during consideration of the sup-

plemental appropriation bill for fiscal 
year 1981. It was again adopted by the 
House-this time by a vote of 242 to 
155. I am told that the May 13 vote on 
the Ashbrook amendment represented 
the largest margin ever given an anti
abortion amendment in the House of 
Representatives. 

I want to stress that this amend
ment does not prohibit a Federal em
ployee from having an abortion. It 
does prohibit taxpayer participation in 
the abortion and this is consistent 
with past actions by this Congress. 

The Congress will place itself in a 
very unusual position if it fails to 
adopt this amendment. Both the 
House and the Senate have agreed to 
ban medicaid-financed abortions yet 
we have no ban on taxpayer-funded 
abortions for Federal employees. The 
Congress has voted to ban federally 
funded abortions for poor women yet 
we have been unsuccessful in our at
tempts to eliminate abortion funding 
who most probably would not be clas
sified as poor-Federal employees and 
their families, Members of Congress, 
White House personnel and their fam
ilies. It is a strange paradox. 

I also want to address the cost to the 
taxpayers as a result of present policy. 
We are not talking about a small 
amount. It is estimated that 25,000 
abortions were performed under the 
Federal employee health plans in 
1980, reimbursed under FEHB at an 
average cost of $625. At that rate, the 
total reimbursement would be in the 
neighborhood of $16 million. The cost 
to the taxpayers-most of whom 
would not want their tax dollars being 
used to subsidize abortions-is indeed 
significant. 

Mr. Chairman, let me respond to 
some of the points raised by my col
leagues in opposition to the Ashbrook 
amendment. I received a "Dear Col
league" letter yesterday, signed by my 
good friend from Michigan, BILL FORD, 
chairman of the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee and nine of his 
Democratic colleagues on the commit
tee. The letter urged def eat of the 
amendment. 

My colleagues argue that adoption 
of the Ashbrook amendment would 
make the Federal employees health 
benefit plans less attractive. Let me re
spond again by stressing that my 
amendment does not reduce employee 
coverage in any area other than abor
tions. 

My friends on the other side of the 
aisle also argue that "the head of 
every major employee organization 
has expressed displeasure that Con
gress may interfere with this organiza
tional tool." Mr. Chairman, I can only 
add that Government employee 
unions must be in pretty bad shape if 
the absence of abortion coverage in an 
insurance plan would cause great 
damage to the union. 

Fina ly, the opponents of this 
amendment argue that "the Ashbrook 

amendment would make Federal em
ployees and their families the only 
employees who are precluded, by law, 
from having abortion coverage includ
ed in their health benefit plans. No 
similar provision applies in the private 
sector." That is correct. But employees 
in the private sector do not have their 
health plans subsidized by the taxpay
ers. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that most of 
my colleagues will be able to accept 
the amendment. I urge an "aye" vote. 

POINT OF ORDER 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 

the gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) insist on her point of 
order? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I think it is clear that this is legisla
tion on an appropriations bill, but at 
this point I will not push that point of 
order. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I will be de
lighted to yield to the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Why is the gentle
woman not pushing the point of 
order? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
woman from Colorado <Mrs. SCHROE
DER) reserve her point of order? 

The gentlewoman is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
if I may yield to the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey, the problem is that 
my assumption is that if my point of 
order were sustained the gentleman 
will then off er a more restrictive 
amendment which would be even 
worse. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, if 
my colleague will yield, in the interest 
of compromise I have talked to the 
chairman so we could rapidly get this 
matter dispatched. We have had eight 
pages of debate on it. 

Clearly, the gentlewoman's point of 
order would lie. I will off er another 
amendment-and that amendment is 
at the desk-if the point of order is 
raised. 

From my point of view, it would be 
better to have an up-or-down vote on 
the language as I have presented it at 
this point. Obviously a point of order 
could be sustained. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Does the gen
tleman consider medical complications 
resulting from an abortion a portion 
of what the gentleman has put in the 
exemption in this amendment? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, if 
my colleague will yield, if she would 
care to use this as a vehicle and off er 
an amendment of that type herself, all 
right, but I am not going to offer it. 
We could start with this, and if the 
gentlewoman wants to off er it, that 
would be a good place to debate the 
issue. 
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. But this clearly 

does not rule out medical complica
tions from an abortion. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. No; it does not, 
except where the life of the mother 
would be endangered if the fetus were 
carried to term. 

The gentlewoman is very correct and 
precise on that point, from my under
standing. Of course, we never know 
sometimes what the courts might say, 
but in the understanding of the gen
tleman who is offering the amend
ment, the answer to the gentlewom
an's question would be yes. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from New Jersey. 

Mrs. FENWICK. I thank my col
league for yielding. I would like to-

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) reserve her point of order? 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the right to object. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Continuing to 
reserve my point of order, Mr. Chair
man, I yield to the gentlewoman from 
New Jersey. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentlewoman from New Jersey <Mrs. 
FENWICK) seeks her own recognition 
and is recognized for 5 minutes ih op
position to the amendment. 

Mrs. FENWICK. I thank the Chair
man. 

Mr. Chairman, may I make this in
quiry of the author of the amend
ment? I am not privy to these arrange
ments or agreements or compromises, 
but if I understood correctly what the 
gentleman said, the proposal here is to 
deny an abortion except when the life 
of the mother is in danger under any 
kind of insurance that Federal em
ployees may have. 

Now, what we are saying in effect is 
that if one is married to a general who 
has the money to pay for an abortion 
that may be necessary, although the 
woman's health-not her life-is in 
danger, she will be cared for, but if 
one is married to a soldier who has 
nothing but his pay, the insurance will 
not cover that legal procedure which 
may be necessary to protect her 
health because her life is not in 
danger. Is that correct? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, if 
my colleague will yield, I do not be
lieve that is what we are saying. I 
think it is a little bit of a reverse of 
that. 

What we have already said and what 
the Supreme Court has affirmed is 
that the Congress of the United States 
has a right to withhold taxpayers' 
funds from medicaid abortions, which 
in effect includes the poor and more 
indigent people. 

What my amendment says in effect 
is that with the taxpayers paying 60 
percent of the funds in taxes to pro
vide for private insurance, we are 

saying to these more affluent Ameri
cans, "The same shall be applied to 
you." 

So it is not exactly the way the gen
tlewoman put it. But as for anyone 
within the military, anyone who is 
currently getting medical pensions, 
the military would not be reached by 
my amendment. The military comes 
under a different provision. 

I am talking about Federal employ
ees who have as a part of their com
pensation taxpayer-provided or at 
least taxpayer-participated insurance 
as a benefit. We are saying that insur
ance could not be used. 

Mrs. FENWICK. But suppose they 
are in a low grade; suppose they are 
just starting out in life and they are 
young? 
· Mr. ASHBROOK. It would be the 

same for the low grades as it is for the 
highest grades. 

Mrs. FENWICK. In fact, it is a great 
penalty for the people in the lowest 
grades. 

I do not know how we can go on de
bating this and use money to force 
things on people when they are poor 
or when they are unable to pay for a 
legal procedure which is available to 
any person with money. 

Does it not seem to strike anybody 
in this hall as unfair? Does it not seem 
somehow unfair that we are using 
money against those who have little of 
it and saying, "You can't have what 
the rich have because you haven't 
enough money to pay for it?" 
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Mr. ASHBROOK. Well, if my col

league would further yield, I do not 
believe that is the situation, although 
I certainly understand the gentlewom
an's position. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
further reserving the point of order, it 
is my understanding that when the 
Civil Rights Act was amended by the 
Pregnancy Disability Act of 1978 that 
there were two main concerns, and 
that was the life of the mother and 
medical complications arising from an 
abortion. 

My understanding is that the gentle
man's amendment would comply with 
those two legislative mandates already 
in the law. 

Mr. Chairman, based on that, I 
would withdraw my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
point of order made by the gentle
woman from Colorado is withdrawn. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

I want to make it perfectly clear 
that no agreement was made and that 
no compromise was made with regard 
to this subject matter. At the time of 
general debate I did state that I was 
going to ask that debate be limited to 
approximately 10 minutes. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chl}irman, 
will my colleague yield? 

Mr. ROYBAL. I yield. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. My colleague ab

solutely states the situation. If there 
was any inference read other than 
that, I apologize. I do not know how 
my language could have been con
strued, but that is precisely what my 
colleague agreed upon. We had seven 
pages of debate 1 year ago. Most of us 
know the issue. It was the thinking of 
the person offering the amendment in 
acceding to the request of the chair
man to speed this bill along that I had 
no objection. I cannot speak for any 
other Members; but the gentleman 
states the case absolutely correctly. 

I offered a similar amendment last 
August during consideration of the 
Treasury-Postal Service appropriation 
bill and it was adopted by a vote of 228 
to 170. The amendment was offered 
again on May 13 of this year during 
consideration of the supplemental ap
propriation bill for fiscal year 1981. It 
was again adopted by the House-this 
time by a vote of 242 to 155. I am told 
that the May 13 vote on the Ashbrook 
amendment represented the largest 
margin of victory ever given an anti
abortion amendment in the House of 
Representatives. 

In 1980, the Treasury bill failed to 
be enacted into law by the Congress 
and this provision was not included in 
the continuing resolution. Last May, 
the amendment failed to survive the 
conference committee deliberations. I 
am confident that the House will 
again adopt my amendment and I am 
hopeful that the other body will do 
likewise. 

I want to reiterate that this amend
ment does not prohibit a Federal em
ployee from having an abortion. It 
does prohibit taxpayer participation in 
the abortion and this is consistent 
with past action by the Congress. I am 
also told that the Ashbrook amend
ment is in accord with the Reagan ad
ministration's position on abortion. 

The Congress has placed itself in a 
very unusual position. Both the House 
and the Senate have agreed to ban 
medicaid-financed abortions yet we 
have been unable to ban taxpayer
funded abortions for Federal employ
ees. The Congress has voted to ban 
federally-funded abortions for poor 
women yet we have been unsuccessful 
in our attempts to eliminate abortion 
funding for women who most probably 
would not be classified as poor-Feder
al employees and their families, Mem
bers of Congress and their families. It 
is a strange paradox. 

Mr. Chairman, yesterday, I received 
a "Dear Colleague" letter regarding 
the Ashbrook amendment, signed by 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Michigan, BILL FORD, the chairman of 
the Post Office and Civil Service Com
mittee, and cosigned by nine of his 
Democratic colleagues on the commit-



July 30, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 18779 
tee. The letter urged the def eat of the 
Ashbrook amendment. 

Let me respond to some of the 
points raised by my colleagues in the 
letter: 

Point No. 1: Adoption of the Ash
brook amendment would make the 
Federal Employee Health Benefit 
Plan less attractive. Let me just re
spond to that by again saying that my 
amendment seeks only to limit abor
tion coverage. It does not reduce em
ployee coverage in other areas. 

Point No. 2: And I quote from the 
letter: 

The head of every major employee organi
zation has expressed displeasure that Con
gress may interfere with this organizational 
tool. 

Mr. Chairman, I can only add that 
Government employee unions must be 
in pretty bad shape if the absence of 
abortion coverage in an employee 
health plan would devastate the 
union. 

Point No. 3: And again, I quote: 
The Ashbrook amendment contains "no 

life of the mother" exemption. It is a dras
tic, inflexible prohibition which is not sup
portable on any ethical grounds. 

I think that point needs some clarifi
cation. My colleagues are familiar with 
the rules of the House and know full 
well that any "life of the mother" ex
ception added to this amendment 
would constitute legislation on an ap
propriation bill and would be subject 
to a point of order. My colleagues will 
recall that the original Hyde amend
ment did not include a "life of the 
mother" prov1s10n for that very 
reason. The exception can be included 
in the other body and in the confer
ence committee. 

Point No. 4: 
The Ashbrook amendment would make 

federal employees and postal workers the 
only employees who are precluded, by law, 
from having abortion coverage included in 
their health benefit plans. No similar provi
sion applies in the private sector. 

That is correct, Mr. Chairman. But 
employees in the private sector do not 
have their health plans subsidized by 
the taxpayers. 

I also want to address the cost to the 
taxpayers as a result of current public 
law. We are not talking about a small 
amount. It is estimated that approxi
mately 25,0000 abortions were per
formed under the Federal employees 
health plans in 1980, reimbursed 
under FEHB at an average cost of 
$625. At that rate, the total reimburse
ment would be in the neighborhood of 
$16,000,000. The cost to the taxpay
ers-most of whom would not want 
their dollars to subsidize abortions-is 
indeed significant. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that most of 
my colleagues will be able to support 
this amendment and I urge adoption 
of the amendment. 

Mr. ROYBAL. I thank the gentle
man for that statement. I just wanted 

to make sure that we all understood 
that there was no agreement and no 
compromise; however, I still oppose 
the amendment. 

I do firmly believe that the right of 
the individual is paramount in the 
matter of abortion; but in this amend
ment we are not talking about the 
Federal money being used to fund 
abortions. Health insurance is a form 
of employee compensation similar to 
salary and it is paid by the employee 
as well as the employer. 

The fact that the Federal Govern
ment is the employer does not justify 
cutting the employee's own wage pack
age by eliminating abortion coverage. 

Now, to adopt this amendment 
would be to infringe on the rights of 
labor to engage in collective bargain
ing. The amendment goes so far as to 
contradict labor protection only re
cently assured by Congress in two 
major pieces of legislation, and that 
was the Civil Service Reform Act and, 
second, the Pregnancy Disability Act 
of 1978. 

Now, I am not going to continue to 
express my views with regard to this 
subject matter, because I would like to 
limit this debate; I will state simply 
that I am not in favor of this amend
ment; and that the debate that we 
have had in the past has been more 
than ample. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that all debate on this subject 
matter close in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I object. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Ob
jection is heard. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I join the distin
guished chairman of the subcommit
tee in opposing this amendment. I 
think he has stated the case well, that 
this is a very different situation from 
the other cases in which this House 
has adopted restrictions on the use of 
Federal funds to procure abortions. 

In this case the health insurance 
which an employee receives is part of 
the employee's compensation. It is no 
different from a pension, a salary, sick 
leave or vacation pay. It is remunera
tion to the Federal employee for the 
work that she has done. 

We are going many, many steps 
beyond what we have done in other 
forms of antiabortion amendments 
when we seek to deny the Federal em
ployee this form of coverage in the 
health insurance that she gets as com
pensation-and to which she contrib
utes. 

I think that is plainly wrong. Would 
anyone here argue that a Federal em
ployee under the present law and 
under the present constitutional deter
minations of the U.S. Supreme Court 

cannot take the dollars that she re
ceives from the U.S. Government as 
her pay and in accordance with her 
own decisions and those of her physi
cian pay for an abortion? Of course no 
one would argue that, and we all know 
that under the Supreme Court deci
sions relating to the abortion question, 
it would be unconstitutional if we tried 
to prevent that. 

I submit that it is just as wrong 
when that compensation to that em
ployee comes in the form of health in
surance, as when it comes in the form 
of cash, to deny that employee the 
compensation that she has earned. It 
is simply making second-class citizens 
out of Federal employees. I do not 
think the Congress of the United 
States wants to do that. 

It seems clear to me that this is an 
attempt to dictate to individuals what 
they can or cannot do with their own 
pay, based solely on their status as 
Federal employees. 

I therefore urge my colleagues to 
oppose this amendment. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the last word. I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it would be 
unfortunate if this discussion of the 
Ashbrook amendment was perceived 
by anyone to be a debate on the issue 
of whether abortion is or is not a mor
ally or legally acceptable medical pro
cedure. 

As chairman of the Committee on 
the Post Office and Civil Service, 
which has primary responsibility for 
representing the House in matters af
fecting the employment of all of the 
Federal work force, I think it is my 
duty to call to the attention of the 
House an exchange which I had last 
year with the Director of the Office of 
Personnel Management and my prede
cessor, Mr. Hanley. If one can avoid 
for a moment the emotion which the 
word "abortion" injects into any dis
cussion, we are talking about well over 
3 million employees and their families 
and dependents. 

The gentleman from New York sug
gested that this is discrimination 
against female employees. Indeed, it 
goes much further than that, because 
it selects out family members who are 
in the child-bearing years. 

In a practical sense, what we are 
faced with is the fact that at the 
present time we have more than 100 
negotiated contracts with various 
health benefit carriers which are 
available to the employees of the Fed
eral Government. 

If a Federal employee elects a health 
program, the Federal Government will 
pay 60 percent of the premium while 
the employee pays the balance. The 
same holds true for private employees. 
For postal employees, we pay 75 per
cent of the cost of the premium and 
the balance is paid by the employee. 



18780 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE July 30, 1981 
The amount that the employee pays 
and which the Government pays is 
based on family size and other consid
erations; but primarily it is based on 
the content of the contract and what 
the health carrier agrees to provide in 
the way of benefits. 

Now, in the event that the Ashbrook 
amendment or any amendment of this 
kind is adopted, it would require the 
renegotiation of all these 100-plus 
health contracts. Adoption of this 
policy would be a reduction in bene
fits, no matter how seldom it has been 
used. And I have no idea how many 
abortions are paid for because there is 
no Government agency which asks for 
an accounting of how people use their 
health insurance after it is purchased. 
We do not keep track, so any asser
tions which are made by someone 
about how many abortions have been 
financed in this way is pure guess
work. We do not monitor how many 
appendectomies are paid for and how 
many hangnails are removed or any 
other medical procedure which may 
occur at any place across the country 
in private health care facilities which 
the employer or the employee depend
ent chooses to use. 

Last year when this amendment was 
offered, Mr. Hanley asked the Civil 
Service Commission, now the Office of 
Personnel Management, what the 
impact on llealth benefit plans would 
be. I would like to read a part of the 
response which came from the Deputy 
Director of the Office of Personnel 
Management. 
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It appears to us that the practical effect 

of this amendment would be to require the 
Office of Personnel Management to reopen 
contract negotiations with the various 
health benefits plans in order to add to the 
1981 contracts an exclusion for abortions. 
Since the 1981 contracts have been, for the 
most part, substantially completed, this re
opening of negotiations would be a substan
tial administrative burden. 

I might say parenthetically that this 
is exactly where we find ourselves in 
the process at this very moment. 
These contracts have, indeed, been 
through the process of negotiation. It 
is a long and expensive process for the 
Government, for the unions which 
participate, and for the other employ
ee organizations. The whole process 
would have to be repeated. According 
to OPM-

We would have to, for instance, reexamine 
the present benefit and premium structures 
to see if the exclusion of abortion coverage 
would necessitate an offsetting premium re
duction or, in the alternative, allow an in
crease in some other benefit coverage. 

This year, the committee renewed 
its inquiry on this issue with the 
Office of Personnel Management 
when it became aware that such an 
amendment might be offered. There 
has been a change as a result of the 
election last fall in that office, and I 

would like to read my colleagues the 
short, very direct, clear and concise re
sponse which we received this year. 
The letter is from Mr. Donald Devine, 
Director of the Office of Personnel 
Management. 

The letter reads as follows: 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in re

sponse to a July 21, 1981, inquiry on your 
behalf by Mr. Pierce Myers of the Commit
tee Staff concerning OPM's position on a 
possible amendment to the Treasury Postal 
Appropriations Act by Congressman John 
Ashbrook. As we understand it, the amend
ment would ban the use of federal funds for 
abortion under the Federal Employees 
Health Benefits <FEHB) program. 

I believe this is an unfortunate 
choice of words, indeed. It clearly il
lustrates that whoever wrote the letter 
for Mr. Devine does not understand 
the Ashbrook amendment and seems 
to have less than adequate experience. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has again 
expired. 

<By unanimous consent Mr. FORD of 
Michigan was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. It falls 
short of their responsibility over there 
to protect the integrity of the employ
ees' health plans. 

The next sentence, however, indi
cates that there has been a complete 
change in attitude over there. The 
sentence reads: 

The Ashbrook amendment is in accord 
with the administration's position on abor
tion. 

I must say I am disappointed that 
the Director of the Office of Person
nel Management misses the entire 
point. It is not of interest to me what 
the administration's position on abor
tion is. I asked the principal official in 
this Government responsible for the 
enforcement and administration of 
employee rights to tell me what the 
impact of this amendment would be on 
employee rights. Instead of an answer 
to that question, what I received is an 
assertion that the Director of the 
Office of Personnel Management, by 
whatever device this is communicated 
to him, is familiar with "the adminis
tration's position on abortion." 

I do not know whether that is Mr. 
Stockman's position, Mr. Meese's posi
tion, the President's position, or what 
it means-this so-called administra
tion's position. It is irrelevant what 
the administration's position is on 
abortion. 

The real question is whether or not 
we are going to legislatively interfere 
with the contractual rights which 3 
million Federal employees and their 
families now have. That is the only 
question which my committee directed 
them to answer. 

I think the previous chairman of the 
committee-and I have taken the same 
position on this issue, even though I 
know that we voted differently on the 
issue of abortion when it came up. So 

it is not the issue of abortion that is 
before us; it is simply a question of the 
integrity-the integrity of the Federal 
work force, and its Federal compensa
tion system. 

I have nothing but the highest re
spect for the gentleman from Ohio. I 
have worked with him for 'many, many 
years. I know that this is not a mis
chievous amendment. It is one more 
way that somebody can claim that 
they voted on the issue of abortion, 
whether they are for it or against it. I 
submit to the American people that 
anyone who claims that a vote on this 
amendment is a clear-cut vote on 
whether abortion is or is not a good 
thing is committing a fraud. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has again 
expired. 

<By unanimous consent Mr. FORD of 
Michigan was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. ASH
BROOK). 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I thank my col
league for yielding. I believe my friend 
and colleague has made his position 
clear. He has always been very direct 
and to the point, and always very ac
curate. 

But I honestly think the gentleman 
has overstated one case when he indi
cated this might mean opening up all 
negotiations, might make a loss of 
benefit, change of premium. My col
league knows very well, as a user of in
surance in many areas, that insurance 
policies change weekly, monthly. 
Medicines and prescriptions that one 
could get last year may be banned this 
year. Techniques that were used last 
year may not be used this year. 

There are changes all of the time on 
insurance policies. This is merely one 
more change. 

I do not think there is any diminu
tion of benefits, and I think my col
league knows all insurance policies are 
in a state of flux at all times. As a 
matter of fact, sometimes the Govern
ment even impacts on insurance poli
cies. Things that are promised and in
sured today may not be insured next 
year. 

So I understand the specter that my 
friend is holding out, but I wonder if 
honestly he believes that this would 
have that much of an impact on insur
ance policies and the 3 million employ
ees the gentleman is talking about. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. I think the 
gentleman and I have been able to un
derstand that he is generally perceived 
to be more conservative than I am. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Not much. A little 
bit. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. I find 
myself somewhat in a quandary to be 
taking what I believe to be the true 



July 30, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 18781 
conservative position on this kind of 
an action. I really do not think that 
we should clutter up the contractual 
obligations which have been entered 
into between the Government, its em-
1ployees, other organizations and pri
vate insurance companies with these 
kinds of extraneous matters. 

There are health insurance policies, 
such as he or I might purchase indi
vidually, not to be found as part of a 
group plan covering public employees, 
but which could include items which 
have been "negotiated out" of the 
group plan. This could result when a 
private company is willing to take a 
risk on a particular option because it 
has enough subscribers desiring a cer
tain type of coverage that it is finan
cially profitable for them to do so. 
Indeed, we would expect, with 3 mil
lion people to pick from, these plans 
would generally be more generous 
than anything that an individual 
could buy with their own money. 

Mr. BURGENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words and rise to speak against the 
amendment. 

I used to vote differently on this 
particular issue and I believe I was 
wrong. I have changed my position. 

I have always supported the Hyde 
amendment, restrictive in a different 
way, involving social programs. And I 
will continue to do so. I do not, howev
er, think the issues are at all parallel. 

I think in this particular case, if I 
am not mistaken, we are dealing with 
the earnings of Federal employees, in 
this case female employees. I think it 
is really none of our business how any 
Federal employee spends his or her 
money, which I think is the basic 
issue. 

I think it is a real infringement on 
the rights of people to do as they will 
with whatever they have earned by 
enacting such a measure and I urge 
the def eat of this amendment. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURGENER. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. FAZIO. First of all I would like 
to compliment my colleague and 
friend from the Appropriations Com
mittee for his statesmanlike position. 
It is entirely in keeping with the gen
tleman's reputation to take the time 
to rethink positions and to conclude, 
as in this instance, that perhaps we 
have rushed to judgment on prior oc
casions. I would like to congratulate 
the gentleman on his reformulation of 
his views and laud him for reaching 
the conclusion that I think is consist
ent with what most Members of the 
House would do if they would only 
take the time to think about what 
precedent we are setting, about what 
we are really doing here, and get 
beyond the code word of "abortion." 

We all feel strongly about that issue 
and we are deeply divided. But in this 

instance we are invading an area of 
law which ought to be totally beyond 
our consideration on such emotional 
level. I am pleased the gentleman 
made the decision he has, and I hope 
that it will lead other Members of the 
House to reflect on this issue as the 
gentleman has and conclude that they 
have rushed to judgment in the past. 

D 1530 
Mr. BURGENER. I thank the gen

tleman for his contribution and for his 
kind words. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, there were 365 cases 
of rape reported in the District of Co-
1 umbia last year. I live in the District 
of Columbia. I am the father of a teen
age daughter who lives in the District 
of Columbia with me. I have opted for 
a group insurance plan of my choice 
just as every Member of this body has 
done, including the gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. ASHBROOK). 

The author of this amendment has 
his views about abortion. But his views 
are not my views. And I resent very 
much his telling me that for the pur
poses of insurance coverage, my 
daughter, if raped and made pregnant, 
must have the rapist's child. That is 
what this amendment does. 

Who do the Members of the House 
think they are if they approve an 
amendment such as this and subject 
my daughter-or anyone's daughter
to this particular cruelty? This is not 
just an issue of Members of Congress 
being affected. It is an issue that af
fects an estimated 10 million individ
uals, families, employees, across the 
length and breadth of this country in 
exactly the way I have described. 

There is a lot of deliberate confusion 
being perpetrated here in the offering 
of this amendment. I think a few facts 
need to be stated. 

First, it needs to be stated that the 
Government does not determine what 
medical procedures are or are not cov
ered in Federal employee health bene
fit plans, nor should the Government. 
Instead, the Government negotiates 
the levels of benefits and administers 
the program. I submit that that is the 
way it should be. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the age in 
which-under the gentleman's fear less 
leader-Government is supposed to be 
getting off people's backs. Yet what 
we have here is a direct attempt to 
inject the Congress-to put the fat 
nose of the Federal Government-into 
questions of employee group health 
insurance which, in and of themselves, 
are private decisions made by these 
employees exercising their own rights. 
The Federal Government has no right 
to do this. I do not believe it is appro
priate for the Congress of the United 
States to be doing this. For those rea-

sons, I think the gentleman's amend
ment should be rejected. 

The gentleman has said in the past 
that his amendment is in keeping and 
in concert with the amendments that 
this body has adopted with regard to 
medicaid. I want to say to any of my 
colleagues who may be confused, that 
no one can honestly compare what 
this body has, in my judgment, mis
takenly done in the case of medicaid 
and what is being suggested here. 
Medicaid is an entitlement program 
which insures that impoverished 
people have access to health care for 
their families. 

On the other hand, health benefits 
for employees of the Federal Govern
ment or for any employees are con
tractually earned, like salary. They 
are a part of the employees' direct 
compensation. Restrictions on medic
aid do not dictate, as this amendment 
does, the use of an employee's own 
hard-earned compensation. 

We are taking a very large leap 
when the Government reaches the 
point where it exercises its powers in 
such a way. 

I say to my colleagues, please think 
before adopting this language and this 
amendment. There is broad-based op
position to the Ashbrook amendment. 

The American Federation of Gov
ernment Employees opposes it, as does 
the National Association of Letter 
Carriers, the American Federation of 
State, County & Municipal Employ
ees, the National Association of Gov
ernment Employees, the National Fed
eration of Federal Employees, the Na
tional Treasury Employees Union, the 
Public Employee Department of the 
AFL-CIO, Federally Employed 
Women. 

But more importantly, Mr. Chair
man, the American people oppose this 
in principle. A recent Gallup poll re
vealed that 82 percent of the Ameri
can people objected to a limitation on 
abortion involving cases of rape and 
incest. 

This is a frightening precedent. If 
we can do this to Federal employees, 
we can do this to private employees. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oregon <Mr. AuCoIN) 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. AuCoIN 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
suggest to the Members that this mad
ness has gone too far. It has gone far 
enough. This amendment ought not to 
be adopted. I am sick and tired of 
seeing antiabortion amendments of
fered on the floor which may make 
pretty stuff in some Members' cam
paign brochures, but inflict pain and 
misery and injustice on American 
women. That is what we have here. I 
am tired of seeing Members making 
this choice in a largely male-dominat-
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ed body and then walking off this 
House floor-exempt from and un
touched by the pain and the misery 
and the injustice that those amend
ments cause. 

Let me share with my colleagues an 
essay that was written in the New 
York Times which summarizes the es
sential meanness of this amendment. 
It was written by a woman describing 
a personal discussion that she had 
with a Catholic priest who was a very 
close personal friend of hers. Over 
lunch, the priest told her that he 
wished that she had more understand
ing for the antiabortion movement in 
this country. She wrote this as an 
open essay, an open letter to that 
Catholic priest, that close, personal 
friend. I ask my colleagues to listen to 
her words. 

I understand that one of us can get preg
nant and one of us can't. One of us is 
threatened with an amendment that will 
usurp the most profoundly personal deci
sion of a lifetime and one of us is not. One 
of us will face an assault from the anti-abor
tion movement in this country and one of us 
will not. One of us can get up from this 
table and not give the abortion issue an
other thought-and one of us can't forget it 
at all. Yes, I understand. I understand that 
one of us can afford to be dispassionate and 
apolitical and purely cerebral about this 
question but one of us cannot at all. 

In the name of human justice, in the 
name of privacy, in the name of a 
basic respect for the use of employees' 
compensation, say "no" to this amend
ment. Def eat this amendment. It is 
unjust. It is wrong. It is cruel. And it 
deserves to be defeated. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this issue is 
not really about abortion. It is a very 
dangerous precedent. What we are 
really talking about here is saying 
that we as a body of Congress are 
going to start treating the bodies of 
Federal employees like they are public 
utilities. We are going to start regulat
ing them. Every year we are going to 
regulate whatever we happen to decide 
is the standing morality of the day. I 
do not think any of us here has a li
cense to practice medicine or theology. 
I do not think any of us here want to 
get involved in medical and personal 
decisions. I think all of us feel that 
personal decisions belong to an em
ployee and his or her doctor. It is a 
private personal decision. 

An employee buys health insurance 
that covers whatever is considered 
proper medical procedures. Obviously, 
nobody can engage in writing con
tracts that would not cover proper 
medical procedures because one would 
have all sorts of malpractice suits and 
every other such thing coming down 
the chute at them. But in this amend
ment we are saying we are going to 
select things that are considered 
proper medical procedures and we are 

going to say to Federal employees, 
"You cannot have those, because we 
now consider you like a public utility 
subject to our regulation." 

I am a little surprised that this kind 
of amendment is coming out of this 
side of the aisle where Members are 
talking about getting Government off 
citizens' backs, and talking about stop
ping Government regulation. If this 
amendment passes we are putting on a 
very onerous regulation. 

D 1540 
I want to emphasize, too, the gentle

man from Oregon was very, very elo
quent and mentioned some of the Fed
eral employee groups that are against 
this. I think practically all of them 
have written against it. You have got 
the National American Federation of 
County and Municipal Employees; you 
have got the American Federation of 
Government Employees, the American 
Postal Workers Union; the National 
Association of Government Employ
ees; and the National Association of 
Federal Employees. 

I do not think it is because all of 
these groups have taken a vote on 
abortion. I think they see this as a 
dangerous precedent. They do not 
want their members to be treated as 
public utilities. They think that this is 
a private decision, that we should be 
treating public employees with digni
ty, that we should not treat public em
ployees differently from what we treat 
private employees. I think if private 
employees were aware that this debate 
were going on, they would be scared to 
death for fear that next year some
body would decide, "Oh, I know what 
let's do, let's make it equal for them, 
so we will just extend what we have 
done for Federal employees to all pri
vate employees in their health care in
surance." 

So all we are saying is, "We do not 
care if it is legal, we do not care if it is 
proper, we do not care if rape and 
incest are considered crimes in other 
places, we are not going to allow Fed
eral employees to cover them in their 
policies because they are public em
ployees and we are going to regulate 
them just like we used to regulate 
public utilities." 

Well, maybe the idea is that we have 
got to find new things to regulate, be
cause we are now deregulating other 
things. Are we going to start deregu
lating human beings so we have some
thing to do? I hope not. I certainly 
hope not. And I really, really hope 
that this body will turn down this 
amendment and will deal with it for 
what it really is and the dangerous 
precedent that it creates. 

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have stood on this 
floor before and I have addressed this 

body on the issue of federally financed 
abortions. As a lawyer and a former 
prosecutor in the Queens DA's office, 
who has dealt with victims of rape and 
incest, I have very, very strong feel
ings about those victims. I have previ
ously urged that those of us who are 
morally opposed to abortion should 
not impose our morality on others. 
Today I reiterate that position. But it 
is not on that basis alone that I oppose 
this amendment. This amendment 
breaches a contractual obligation on 
the part of the Government. 

The amendment before us today is 
not about the Federal Government in 
its role as a provider of assistance to 
those in need. The role of the Federal 
Government addressed in this amend
ment is that of an employer, like any 
other employer, with responsibilities 
to its employees. 

Passage of this amendment would 
put the Federal Government in the 
position of making one group of Amer
ican citizens-Federal and postal em
ployees-the only employees in the 
United States precluded by law from 
having abortion coverage included in 
their health benefits plan. 

Passage of this amendment would 
deny labor organizations representing 
Federal and postal employees the 
right to provide the kind of coverage 
in health plans desired by their mem
bership. 

Individuals who have chosen to be 
Government employees should not ar
bitrarily be denied rights granted to 
other American workers. Health bene
fits for an employee are part of a 
worker's total compensation package. 
Federal employees contribute 40 per
cent of their own money to buy the 
health insurance plan which best fits 
their needs. The portion paid by the 
Government as the employer is part of 
the total compensation paid for the 
services provided by that employee. It 
is wrong for this Congress to prohibit 
one group of citizens from using their 
own earned compensation in a lawful 
manner to insure health for them
selves and their family. 

I think it is imperative that the 
Members of this House realize that in 
this instance the Congress is injecting 
itself into a labor-management issue 
which goes far beyond its current lim
ited responsibilities to set the level of 
health insurance benefits for employ
ees in the Federal service. 

Congress has provided that Federal 
employee organizations cannot require 
any employee to join or pay organiza
tion dues. However, Congress has also 
provided employee organizations the 
right to provide health benefits plans 
under the FEHBP and to off er those 
health benefits only to their members. 
The ability to offer health plans is one 
way to encourage membership. The 
head of every major employee organi
zation has expressed displeasure that 
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Congress may interfere with this labor 
organization right. 

I was going to offer an amendment 
to the amendment, Mr. Chairman. 
The amendment that I was going to 
offer was that, after the words "abor
tion," where we are denying the abili
ty of our employee to be paid under 
Federal health plan, I would have liked 
inserted "to such Members of Con
gress as vote in favor of the amend
ment offered by Mr. ASHBROOK in the 
House of Representatives on July 30, 
1981." Of course, if my colleagues 
would accept that amendment, I 
would be happy to off er it. But the 
thought that we would again not be 
voting on the merits of the amend
ment before us would be a real con
cern to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge all of my col
leagues that, no matter where they 
stand on the issue of abortion, this 
vote not be a knee-jerk reaction to the 
subject. I urge my colleagues to con
sider the implications of this vote. I 
urge that they reject the amendment. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ad
dress a question to the author of the 
amendment, if I could. 

Could the gentleman tell me wheth
er he has introduced any legislation 
along these lines? Has there been a bill 
introduced that would effect this 
change in law? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. No. This is the 
same amendment I offered in 1980. 
But I do not have an H.R. number 
piece of legislation as such. 

Mr. FAZIO. Well, I am wondering 
whether or not such fundamental leg
islation ought to be the subject of 
debate and exposure in hearings 
before the appropriate committee. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I tell my col
league that this is the appropriate 
committee for all Members. We are all 
Members of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union. August 20, 1980, starting at 
page 22171, there are eight full pages 
of debate. It has been debated a 
number of other times. It has clearly 
been before us as individual Members 
and in our capacity as Members of this 
Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, we should all readily 
recall that, just a little more than a 
year ago, the U.S. Supreme Court 
brought final resolution to the ques
tion of abortion-funding and the right 
of Congress to prohibit it. It is now 
our duty to apply this rule across the 
board. None of us can hide any longer 
behind the excuse that we should let 
the courts decide. This, in plain lan
guage, is a cop-out. 

If the Hyde amendment, which ap
plies mainly to "poor women," as the 
media so often point out, can stand, by 
the will of Congress and a ruling of 

the Court, then, certainly, the law 
should apply equally to all others, in
cluding even Federal employees. We 
cannot discriminate in this matter. 

The amendment I have proposed to 
the Treasury appropriations bill, call
ing for a cut-off of fuhding for abor
tion and abortion-connected adminis
trative services under the Federal em
ployees health benefit programs, will 
be proposed again and again until this 
question is finally resolved and the 
will of the people is carried out. 

The voters are tired of seeing their 
Government flagrantly spend their 
hard-earned tax dollars for programs 
and projects they do not want. The 
elections last November have made 
that abundantly clear to everyone. 
This is true of abortion itself as well. 
Those who object to this practice are 
indeed growing in number, and we are 
just beginning to hear their voices 
calling for the complete abolition of 
Government-financed abortions, ex
cept where the pregnancy threatens 
the mother's life. Economic or social 
need is not sufficient reason for the 
taking of a human life, and we should 
certainly put an end to allowing tax 
dollars to pay for it. 

To allow this funding to continue is 
to frustrate the will of the people. It is 
bad enough that the Federal Govern
ment sanctions this practice of nation
al suicide-the literal eradication of 
America's future life-blood, but it is 
worse-much worse-to require its citi
zens who object to this practice to pay 
for it. 

Mr. FAZIO. I think members of Mr. 
FoRn's committee have every right to 
take a look at this subject, certainly, 
in subcommittee, and give it the kind 
of exposure that obviously the gentle
man would like. 

It has been my experience that 
people who advocate the kind of 
amendment that the gentleman is of
fering here in general on the issue of 
abortion have consistently made the 
argument that the process has frus
trated them, that they have not had 
the opportunity to speak on issues, for 
example, related to constitutional 
amendments to ban abortions and to 
take more fundamental actions, rather 
than simply to attack around the pe
riphery of this issue by getting at indi
viduals who, because they happen to 
be part of the Federal budget at one 
point or another, are vulnerable to the 
kind of limitation that this amend
ment represents. 

It seems to me that that is a rather 
inconsistent argument when we under
stand, as we do, that the gentleman 
has not taken advantage of the oppor
tunity to follow the normal course 
that we would hope Members would 
follow in this body to bring about 
change. 

We now have in the case of the U.S. 
Senate committees which are consti
tuted in favor of the point of view on 
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the issue of abortion that I know the 
author of the amendment holds. 

It seems to me we ought to go back 
to the fundamental issues, begin to 
deal through the normal legislative 
process, rather than interfere with the 
kind of approach that the Ford com
mittee normally takes by treating Fed
eral employees equally, rather than 
coming to the floor with an amend
ment, we ought to be using the process 
of the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee or we ought to be going to 
full hearings before the appropriate 
appropriations subcommittee. We 
ought not to be taking advantage of 
very emotional issues out here on the 
floor when we have not had proper 
time to fully analyze the impact of 
this legislation. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FAZIO. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I would say that I 
do not know whether there is a dis
tinction or not, but I probably have 
more bills pigeonholed in the Judici
ary, my own Labor Committee and 
other committees, than any other 
Members of Congress. And I know the 
gentleman's friend and his colleague 
from California (Mr. JOHN L. BURTON), 
at one time said something that is very 
prophetic. "We all agree that the floor 
of the House is a very poor place to 
legislate." 

I thank my colleague. 
Mr. FAZIO. I would simply conclude 

by saying that I think this body, in 
fact the Congress of the United States, 
is now constituted to take a complete
ly objective view of the entire issue of 
abortion, and I would think that it 
would be appropriate for us to deal 
with the more fundamental issues that 
would allow the law, if need be, to be 
changed in a manner that would apply 
equally to all Americans. I think it is 
no longer necessary to take this kind 
of peripheral attack on the abortion 
issue. I would hope that the body 
would reject this amendment if for no 
other reason than we have not given it 
the kind of proper consideration that 
it is due. 

D 1550 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, my understanding is 
that roughly 60 percent of the Federal 
employees' insurance rates are paid by 
the General Treasury; is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. That is correct. 
This is the understanding; the taxpay
ers pay roughly that amount of 
money. 
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Mr. ROUSSELOT. So that the tax

payers, as a whole, share in the cost of 
providing the benefits of insurance for 
our Federal employees. So it is not as 
though the total cost of that insur
ance was being borne by the Federal 
employee? Is that not correct? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I would say that 
is not impeachable, as a statement of 
fact. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. A second fact-is 
this language much different than the 
language we have had in other appro
priations? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Only to the 
extent that there is a life-of-the
mother exception. In the past, there 
normally has been an objection raised 
to that. Then those who objected 
would normally say, "Is it not awful 
we do not except the life of the 
mother?" This time I think there is a 
more enlightened debate; possibly we 
have gone to one better level. I think 
my colleague from Colorado hit it 
right on the head when she said if this 
amendment is objected to, the gentle
man from Ohio will offer a less moder
ate and more restrictive amendment. 

Yes; I would have had to under the 
rules. So I appreciate the fact that we 
are debating a more reasonable 
amendment. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. So then the life 
of the mother is protected for all Fed
eral employees that would be covered 
under this program? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. That is the 
normal language. It has been added in 
conference in the past, where it could 
be added, but could not be offered on 
the floor where a point of order had 
been made in the past. The gentleman 
is correct. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I say to my col
league, since the general taxpayers are 
paying 60 percent of the cost of this 
insurance, there is nothing in here 
that prevents an individual-I think 
we could all recognize Federal employ
ees are not exactly underpaid-if they 
wish to, there is nothing in here to 
prevent them from having an abor
tion, is there, or their families? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. No. We talk about 
contracts; we talk about rights. There 
is also something called public policy. 
This Congress has a right to set public 
policy in some areas. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Does the gentle
man mean this very Congress? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. It is a specious ar
gument to say we cannot. For exam
ple, let me give the gentleman some
thing that is not likely to happen. If 
the gentleman believes, as many of my 
friends on the other side believe, it 
would be possible, if an employee with 
his money can do anything he wants, 
what would the gentleman do then, 
for example, if, say, 200,000 of the 3 
million employees would say, as part 
of our contractual rights, we want 
checkoff for a certain amount of our 
dues to go to organizations-maybe 

the Ku Klux Klan? Does the gentle
man think this body would say, as a 
matter of public policy, we do not 
object? 

We have a right to protect public 
policy. We are not talking about medi
cal services and delivery of services. 
The Supreme Court, in its June 30 de
cision, even went out of its way to say 
this: "Abortion is inherently different 
from other medical procedures be
cause no other procedure involves the 
purposeful termination of a potential 
life." 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Termination of 
life? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. So it is not a ques
tion of delivery of services; it is not a 
question of contractual rights; there is 
a matter of public policy, that this 
Congress has spoken out on in the 
past and I hope speaks out again 
today. If that limits in some way what 
has been a degree of contractual 
rights up to that point, so much the 
better. We have done that many times 
over the years. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. But the life of 
the mother is fully protected? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Yes; and the 
other point is, my good friend from 
Oregon, who is most persuasive and 
made an excellent speech, my amend
ment in no way would deny employees 
or even Members of Congress, from 
that standpoint, the right to obtain fi
nances or contract for coverage of 
abortion on their own, if they want to. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. On a voluntary 
basis? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Only where the 
taxpayers are involved. And I think 
that is an area where we have the 
right to set policy and I am hopeful 
that we set that policy again. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate the 
clarification. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. GREEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I find it very strange that the gentle
man from California makes so much 
of the fact that the Federal Govern
ment pays 60 percent of the cost of 
the health insurance, when he then 
goes on to acknowledge that there is 
nothing in this amendment that stops 
the Federal employee from having an 
abortion using her own funds, and the 
author of the amendment makes the 
point that there is nothing that stops 
the Federal employee from taking her 
pay and buying an abortion or buying 
an insurance policy that covers abor
tion. 

It seems to me, therefore, the 60 per
cent means nothing because if 100 per
cent is being paid, the Federal Govern
ment--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California <Mr. Rous
SELOT) has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. RoussE
LOT was allowed to proceed for 3 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. GREEN. If the gentleman will 
yield further. If 100 percent of the 
money that the employee buys her 
own coverage with is being paid for by 
the Federal Government, is that any 
different? One could argue that it was 
the 40 percent put up by the employee 
herself that was covering the abortion. 
Surely, the actuarial cost of abortion 
coverage is far less than 40 percent of 
the cost of the policy. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. If the gentleman 
will yield to me-we all get caught in a 
certain amount, I suppose, of duplicity 
in our points of view. Many of the 
people who argue against this amend
ment, and the fact that we are follow
ing the 60-percent Federal fund and 
enacting some part of public policy 
here, they are the same ones who do 
not mind 9-percent Federal money 
going to our schools and Federal Gov
ernment telling our schools how to 
run them. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Not telling them; 
in many cases dictating. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. A certain amount 
of our money going to Chicago and 
then the Government tells them who 
they can hire on their police force. 
This is nonsense to say that we do not 
do this. We do it with 8 percent, I 
would say to my colleague from New 
York, in the case of schools. The gen
tleman talks about leverage. With 8 
percent of the taxpayers' money in
volved in local school districts, they 
get about 90 percent--

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I had promised 
to yield to some of my other col
leagues. 

I know the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey <Mrs. FENWICK) is anxious to 
get into this. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I respect the ability 
of the gentleman to be precise when 
he wants to and less than precise 
when he does not want to. 

I would like to believe that he is 
really being mischievous with the 
House this afternoon when he leads 
us, a former member of the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee--

Mr. ROUSSELOT. A very proud 
member. I am sorry I was forced to 
leave it. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. The gentle
man served with honor and distinction 
on that committee. We are sorry to 
have the gentleman away from us as 
well. 

The gentleman knows full well that 
the issue here is not the question of 
the morality of abortion. The issue is 
whether or not the gentleman can 
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jump on this floor and willy-nilly 
change a benefit, no matter how the 
gentleman may think it is a good or 
bad benefit. That is not conferred by 
the Government through a welfare 
program. It is not given through a 
grant. It is a payment we make to 
somebody for having performed serv
ices as an employee. It is wages. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. It is an insurance 
benefit. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. And the 
gentleman from California, and the 
gentleman from Ohio, would join me 
in jumping and screaming if somebody 
walked out of here and said, "let's 
automatically cut the pay off every 
employee 20 cents an hour." The gen
tleman would recognize immediately 
that we do not have the right to do 
that. 

The gentleman from Ohio is really 
sort of kidding himself if he really be
lieves that there is a parallel in setting 
public policy with respect to these con
tractual rights that employees have 
earned by performing services for the 
Government and the right that a 
person has or the privilege a person 
has to use a federally funded program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time to the 
gentleman from California <Mr. Rous
SELOT) has again expired. 

<At the request of Mr. FORD of 
Michigan and by unanimous consent, 
Mr. RoussELOT was allowed to proceed 
for 3 additional minutes.) 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. If the gen
tleman will yield further, let me see if 
I can draw a comparison. A few years 
ago, some of my colleagues, I am not 
sure if the gentleman from California 
was exercising at this time or con
cerned because the CHAMPUS pro
gram, the outside extra medical care 
that military dependents get, was 
sometimes paying for cosmetic sur
gery. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Right. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. I recall, and 

I cannot remember the name of the 
Member on this side who rose to tell 
the Nation in righteous indignation 
that, indeed, members of the military 
and dependents of members of the 
military were having breast-enhance
ment operations at Federal expense, 
and the Congress, quick to react, as a 
matter of policy, said, "We are not 
going to let them fool around with 
something like that," and it was 
stopped. 

A little bit later, somebody decided 
that maybe they should not be able to 
get psychiatric assistance for children, 
and we went down that road. We could 
not stop people who had whatever 
kind of a whim putting limitations on 
the kind of medical care available to 
the dependents of the military be
cause it was a direct benefit; it had 
nothing to do with any contractual ar
rangement. 

But that is not what we are talking 
about here. We are not talking about 

something that this Government or 
the taxpayers give to these people. We 
are talking about something that 
these people have a contractual right 
to, and we cannot interfere with that 
right. We cannot take it away from 
them. 

Whether we like the subject matter 
of the amendment or not, the fact is 
that we are setting a precedent for re
ducing benefits to an employee that 
has already performed that labor for 
those benefits, and once that prece
dent is set, we can kiss goodby any 
pretense of the Federal Government 
being a fair employer that deals fairly 
with its employees, because anybody 
can get on this floor when they are 
mad at the air traffic controllers or 
the postal workers or anybody else, 
and support taking benefits away. 

0 1600 
The fact that the gentleman has a 

laudable purpose from his point of 
view at least for putting this kind of a 
limitation on does not save us from 
the basic fatal flaw that what he is 
doing is legislating employee benefits, 
and he is not legislating public policy 
in a broad sense. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Let me quickly 
comment to my colleague. He knows 
full well that in the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee, they do 
define benefits for our Federal em
ployees, and especially because of the 
fact that the taxpayers of America are 
paying for 60 percent of that benefit, 
and we do, from time to time, put limi
tations on the various benefits they 
are receiving. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. All right. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. I would just 

like to remind the gentleman from 
California that he was a leading 
member of the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has again 
expired. 

<At the request of Mr. FORD of 
Michigan and by unanimous consent, 
Mr. RoussELOT was allowed to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. The gentle
man joined with us in raising the Fed
eral contribution to these health plans 
from 40 percent to 60 percent during 
the Nixon administration. This is a 
Nixon initiative, to go from 40 percent 
to 60 percent. He suggested 75 percent 
and we cut it off at 60 percent. I com
pliment the gentleman and ask, if he 
were worried when we went up to 
paying 60 percent of the peoples' 
money for this back then, when we 
were buying something for the em
ployees, why did he not suggest a limi
tation when we did it then? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Probably I was 
not smart enough to think of it. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Following up on 
that one point, because I honestly be
lieve there is something that is hap
pening here that has nothing to do 
with my amendment, my amendment 
very clearly says that coverage under 
such negotiated plans ceases after the 
last day of the contracts currently in 
force. In no way am I trying to im
pinge on a contract. What my friend 
from Michigan is interjecting here 
does not apply to my amendment. 

If the Supreme Court changes the 
law 2 years from now, we might have 
to change contracts. We might say 
that on the next round of contracts, 
we are only going to pay 30 percent. 
We can make many changes. We are 
not changing current negotiated con
tracts. We are merely saying that after 
the last day of the contracts currently 
in force, from that point on, it will not 
be something on that table over which 
they can negotiate. We are not taking 
anything away under current con
tracts. 

Mr ROUSSELOT. I appreciate the 
gentleman clarifying that, and it is 
hard for me to believe that my col
league from Michigan gave us all that 
fine discussion that was not applica
ble. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I will be glad to 
yield. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I think one of 
the things we have to remember too, 
though, in the President's Pay Compa
rability Act and everything, but what 
we are talking about, health benefits 
are considered part of pay. All of it. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. It is a fringe ben
efit. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. We use the 
measure of comparability as we go out 
and monitor it, so I think the 60-per
cent argument really does not amount 
to anything. I think the gentleman 
from New York pointed out very well 
that the 40 percent probably came 
from the Federal employees' pay, 
which probably came from the Treas
ury also. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has again 
expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. RoussE
LOT was allowed to proceed for 1 addi
tional minute.) 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I just want to say 
in conclusion, I still believe that my 
colleague from Ohio has offered an 
appropriate amendment on the basis 
of the taxpayers of this country 
paying for 60 percent of this health 
benefit, and therefore we have a right 
to set limitations and constrictions on 
it in the future. It does not apply to 
those underway, and so I certainly 
think that my colleague's amendment 
is reasonable. I think it is within the 
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framework of setting limitations on 
benefits provided by the taxpayers for 
Federal employees, and I urge my col
leagues' support. 

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, and I rise in op
position to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been in the 
well on this discussion before, as my 
friend from California and my friend 
from Ohio have been in their positions 
before. This particular issue of affect
ing the benefits of Federal employees 
nearly proved to be going too far 1 
year ago. As the Members may recall, 
we had one of the closest votes on 
abortion that we had. Actually, the 
vote was 228 to 170. After that, when 
this was won, and I forget now who of
fered the amendment, but an amend
ment was offered shortly thereafter 
dealing with the District of Columbia. 
I think it was because of the feeling 
that: We can now do anything if we 
can win this one, as outrageous as it is. 
We will now say to the District of Co
lumbia that you cannot spend your 
money to provide abortions in your 
city, because after all we in the Con
gress control Washington, D.C. 

We were not even talking about our 
money. We were talking about their 
money. Amazing as it may seem, the 
Congress finally felt we had gone too 
far, and the Congress rejected that 
abortion amendment. It was one of the 
first abortion amendments that had 
been rejected in nearly 4 years. 

I would suggest that what is happen
ing here, where we lost this last year, 
we can win it this year because people 
have got to realize that once again we 
are going too far. 

I would like to ask my friend from 
Ohio, is this not truly a form of com
pensation that the Federal employees 
are receiving when they receive this 
benefit? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. If my colleague 
will yield, I think there is no question 
about it; yes. 

Mr. PEYSER. Well, is the gentleman 
suggesting, then, that when we take 
this away from the Federal employees, 
that we are going to give additional 
compensation to Federal employees to 
make up for that loss in order to be 
able to acquire what the gentleman 
suggests as outside coverage to provide 
the right of abortion? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. No; I would 
simply say as a matter of national 
policy that on future contracts be
tween the Federal Government and 
Federal employees this should not be 
one of the benefits offered. My col
league well knows that most contracts, 
like most benefits, are in a state of 
flux. Some go up, some go down, some 
are expanded, some are withdrawn. 
We may go up to 100 cents on the 
dollar in helping them 5 years from 
now. We may go down to 10 cents on 
the dollar. All things can be changed, 
so at the end of this contract period I 

am merely saying that in future con
tracts coverage for abortion shall not 
be one of those areas where the Feder
al Government is offering benefits, 
fringes, whatever one wants to call 
them, to Federal employees; that is as 
precise as I can be. 

Mr. PEYSER. I appreciate the gen
tleman's comment. I would think that 
if I were bargaining for the employees 
that were involved in fair negotiations, 
to have a benefit of this nature taken 
away, it would be an automatic figure 
to fight for, to increase compensation 
to make up for the difference. I think 
it would be very hard for anybody who 
is looking at this in a very objective 
way, a labor negotiator, to say that 
there should not be additional com
pensation, which means additional tax 
dollars, for individuals who wished to 
replace this coverage that the gentle
man is suggesting be removed. 

I think it would be fiscally irrespon
sible for us to pass this amendment, 
because I am convinced that if we do, 
and if it ever became part of the law, 
that we would see in the negotiations 
a definite reason for increasing the 
cost to the taxpayer. 

Now up to this time, my friend, we 
are talking dollars and cents, and we 
are talking of course, on a very eco
nomical plane, and the truth is we 
really should be talking about this on 
a plane of people-women who are in
volved in this problem; women who 
should have the right of making this 
decision and should have the protec
tion that they now have in order to 
guarantee them security and safety. I 
just cannot understand how, when we 
are not talking now about economic 
dollars, because if we discontinue this 
idea, we are going to be more than 
making it up in outside costs. We are 
talking about human misery. We are 
talking about rights of women, and to 
discriminate against the female Feder
al employee on this basis I think is in
excusable. 

0 1610 
We lost this amendment, as I say, by 

a vote of 228 to 170, and I hope this 
time, when we vote on the amend
ment, we will pick up enough Members 
who, regardless of how they feel on 
the abortion issue, will say that this, 
in any way of fairness, cannot be con
sidered equitable, that this, in anyway 
of economics, is not equitable, and we 
can, therefore, with a free conscience 
vote to defeat this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requi
site number of words, and I rise in sup
port of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been listening 
to this debate for the last hour or so. I 
was watching the proceedings on 
closed circuit TV in my office, and de-

cided to come over and perhaps take 
part in the debate. 

Two points have been made by the 
oppostion that I find exceedingly diffi
cult to accept and compelled to ad
dress. 

First, those who oppose this amend
ment keep referring to the killing of 
an unborn child as a benefit. 

I would argue, Mr. Chairman, that 
rather than a benefit, an abortion is 
just the opposite. When you take the 
life of an unborn child, it is a tragedy 
for the mother, for everyone. And it 
certainly isn't a benefit from the 
child's point of view. 

The second argument the opponents 
of this amendment keep stressing is 
that today's vote is not a vote for or 
against abortion. The gentlewoman 
from Colorado and the gentleman 
from New York, among others, keep 
stating this. 

Mr. Chairman, the vote we will 
shortly cast on the Ashbrook amend
ment will either end or continue the 
Government's financing of Federal 
employee's abortions. Clearly, then, 
this is a vote on abortion funding. 
Clearly, then, any other contention to 
the contrary is utter nonsense. 

The gentleman from Ohio-and 
other supporters of this amendment
have repeatedly stated that 60 percent 
of the moneys in the Federal employ
ees' health benefits plan are contribut
ed by the Federal Government. So, 
again, it should be crystal clear that 
this is a vote on abortion funding-and 
nothing else. 

Mr. Chairman, again and again, this 
Congress has voted to ban funding for 
abortion. And that, in my opinion, is 
as it should be. 

I do not think the taxpayers should 
have to pay for the injection of a high 
concentrated salt solution into the 
baby's amniotic sac-a procedure that 
literally poisons the baby. The mother 
usually delivers the dead baby-badly 
burned by the saline solution-about 
24 to 48 hours later. 

I do not think the taxpayers ought 
to pay for the suction method of abor
tion-a method that dismembers an 
unborn child. 

I do not think the taxpayers ought 
to pay for a hysterotomy abortion, a 
method that is really a C-section. The 
difference is, however, that when the 
procedure is employed for abortion 
purposes, the baby is left to die due to 
exposure after delivery. 

I do not think the taxpayer ought to 
pay for protaglandin abortions, a 
method that simply induces delivery 
at any point in a pregnancy. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, I 
don't think enough people, including 
Members of this body, realize the 
horror, the violence, that is abortion. 
Very simply, abortion kills children, it 
ends the life of a an unborn child after 
it has begun. 
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Mr. Chairman, a great number of ad

vocates of abortion are beginning to 
take a second look at their positions 
on abortion. Some are changing or 
modifying their opinions. Perhaps 
most prominent among them is Dr. 
Bernard Nathanson, a founder of the 
National Abortion Rights Action 
League and former director of the 
Center for Reproductive and Sexual 
Health in New York, the largest abor
tion clinic in the world. 

Dr. Nathanson quit his job as direc
tor of the clinic and wrote these 
candid, incisive and provocative words 
in the New England Journal of Medi
cine in November of 1974: 

I am deeply troubled by my own increas
ing certainty that I had in fact presided 
over 60,000 deaths. 

In another instance, Dr. Nathanson 
writes: "We are taking life." 

A few years ago, Dr. Nathanson 
wrote "Aborting America" a book in 
which he describes how he-an ac
knowledged atheist-came to his new 
position favoring constitutional pro
tections for the unborn child. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend this book 
to every Member of this House. Indeed 
you may come to the conclusion that 
Dr. Nathanson came to: Abortion kills 
children and is a denial of basic 
human rights. 

I would like to commend the gentle
man from Ohio, Mr. ASHBROOK, for his 
compassion and concern in offering 
this amendment. I urge its passage by 
this House. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objec
tion, the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey <Mrs. FENWICK) is recognized. 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, I 

had not intended to rise again, but we 
have heard one of these dignified, 
calm, and objective arguments against 
the right of a human being, a woman, 
to decide what she shall do. We have 
listened many times in this House to 
exactly this kind of calm and reasona
ble argument, with vivid examples 
given. 

I do not know how this issue can be 
compared, as it has been compared by 
others of my colleagues, to a public 
policy. The argument has been made 
here this afternoon, in a more reason
able vein, that somehow this is a 
matter of public policy that should be 
established, as we have a policy for 
our schools. We are dealing with some
thing so important to human beings 
that they will kill themselves; they 
will kill themselves when they are not 
helped in this particular situation. 

The Supreme Court went on to say a 
lot more than what the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio <Mr. ASHBROOK) 

has quoted. But we cannot argue this 
way endlessly. 

I wish that I had not been tempted 
to rise again because I know, with 
some of the Members here, how use
less and unconvincing my arguments 
are; but if you have lived as long as I 
have and worked as hard as I have in 
the poorer sections of my State, you 
would understand what you are doing. 

We have heard the weeping of moth
ers whose children are caught in this 
and the weeping of wives who are des
perate, with a sick husband and too 
many children already. This is the 
kind of thing we are talking about. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know what 
kind of an image others have, but I 
know, from what life has taught me, 
that people suffer too much to let this 
kind of action go by in silence. 
•Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment offered today by Con
gressman ASHBROOK is a familiar vehi
cle for restricting women's freedom of 
reproductive choice. Almost identical 
amendments have passed this House 
twice in the past year. Like those 
measures, this amendment would pro
hibit the use of Federal funds to pay 
administrative expenses for Federal 
employee health insurance plans that 
provide coverage for abortions. 

I strongly oppose this amendment. 
Its supporters argue that it would 
eliminate a Federal subsidy of abor
tion. Yet the possibility of a subsidy 
should not even be an issue here. At 
issue, instead, is the right of Federal 
employees to use their earned benefits 
as they see fit. In addition, the right 
of labor organizations to off er health 
plans to their members; the right of 
all individuals to comprehensive medi
cal care, and the right of a physician 
and patient to determine appropriate 
medical treatment are all compro
mised by the Ashbrook amendment. 

This amendment is a distinctly 
unique, unwarranted congressional in
trusion into the personal use of em
ployees' earned wages. Health insur
ance plans are, in fact, benefits that 
have been earned by Federal employ
ees, and are tantamount to salaried 
compensation. As an employer, the 
Federal Government contributes to 
these plans. But employees have 
earned that contribution as compensa
tion for their services. Indeed, employ
ees contribute 40 percent of the cost of 
these plans. To deny them access to 
full coverage would be not only to vio
late the individual's right to decide 
how to spend his or her wages, but 
would be an outright robbery of the 
fruits of their labor. 

I would like to believe that all of us 
honor and respect the freedom of all 
workers, Federal or non-Federal, to 
use their wages as they choose. The 
right to choose a health plan that best 
accommodates their needs is part of 
that freedom, and a guarantee implicit 
in the contract with which employees 

are hired. Withdrawal of that guaran
tee would set a dangerous precedent 
that could encourage further attempts 
to tamper with earned benefits and 
wages, and with other employees' 
rights. 

The Ashbrook amendment would 
also interfere with the right of labor 
organizations who represent many 
Federal employees to off er health 
plans to their members. It undermines 
these employees' right to a fair collec
tive bargaining process, and is nothing 
less than a wholesale denial of the 
contractual rights of 3 million Federal 
employees. 

As is the case with other proposals 
to restrict access to abortion, the Ash
brook amendment attempts to legis
late with a very blunt instrument. By 
barring all abortions except those nec
essary to save the life of the woman 
involved, abortions that may be neces
sary to protect a woman's health are 
prohibited. This flat prohibition ig
nores the complexity of decisions that 
are made every day between doctor 
and patient for all kinds of medical 
care. Abortion is one part of that 
equation, and must remain so. 

Only women can become pregnant. 
This amendment would deny women 
comprehensive medical care solely on 
the basis of their sex, whether or not 
such care might be necessary for a 
healthy life. In discriminating on the 
basis of sex, the amendment violated 
the intent of the Pregnancy Disability 
Act, which redefined sex discrimina
tion under title VII of the Civil Rights 
Act to include discrimination related 
to pregnancy, childbirth and related 
medical conditions. 

In fact, the Pregnancy Disability Act 
specifies that employers should not be 
precluded from covering abortion in 
health plans offered to employees. 
This amendment obviously violates 
that clause. 

Opinion polls show clearly that the 
majority of the American people sup
port a woman's right to choose an 
abortion. Is it not time we stopped im
posing the will of a vocal minority on 
the personal decisions of all women? I 
urge my colleagues to reject this ill
considered amendment.e 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objec
tion, the gentleman from California 
<Mr. ROYBAL) is recognized. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I said 

at the very beginning that I was 
hoping that this amendment would 
not be debated at this great length, 
but it has been. 

During this debate, we have heard 
the same arguments as in the· debate 
last year and the year before. I do not 
remember yet seeing any of the 
women that are here in the House at 
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this moment, all Members of the 
House of Representatives, argue in 
favor of such an amendment. None of 
the women who took the floor .this 
afternoon favor the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Ohio 
<Mr. ASHBROOK); all those that have 
spoken for the amendment are men. 

I think we have discussed this 
amendment more than enough. I 
firmly believe that it is an amendment 
that would violate the Civil Service 
Reform Act that guaranteed labor or
ganizations health plans for their 
memberships. 

I believe also that it is a violation of 
the Pregnancy Disability Act of 1978 
that we passed when we amended the 
Civil Rights Act in which we did speci
fy that pregnancy could not be a basis 
for discrimination because of sex. In 
that legislation Congress also provided 
that employers would not be preclud
ed from providing benefits nor would 
collective bargaining agreements be 
otherwise affected with regard to 
abortion. These things were guaran
teed in the legislation that this House 
passed. 

What is being done today is an at
tempt to set aside an agreement al
ready made by the Congress of the 
United States. It is quite true that the 
matter of abortion is a very private 
matter. It is a matter that an individ
ual woman may have to decide, and it 
seems to me that an attempt is being 
made at this particular time to force 
upon others the viewpoint of certain 
individuals in this legislative body. To 
legislate restrictions on abortions in 
this bill would be to impose this view
point on all Federal employees regard
less of what their own moral and reli
gious convictions may be. 

I still take the position that the situ
ation today is different than when we 
debated the same subject matter 
under another bill, and that it does in 
fact infringe upon the rights of collec
tive bargaining. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge a 
"no" vote on this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio (Mr. ASHBROOK). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I 

demand a recorded vote. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 253, noes 
167, not voting 14, as follows: 

Albosta · 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Asp in 

[Roll No. 1821 
AYES-253 

Atkinson 
Badham 
Bafalis 
Balley<PA> 
Barnard 
Beard 
Bedell 

Benedict 
Benjainin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 

Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown<OH> 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coleman 
Collins <TX> 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deckard 
DeNardis 
Derwinski 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Dowdy 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Early 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Erdahl 
Erlenborn 
Ertel 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IN> 
Fary 
Fields 
Fish 
Fithian 
Flippo 
Florio 
Fuqua 
Gaydos 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Goldwater 
Goodling 
Gore 
Gradison 
Gramm 
Gregg 
Grisham 
Gunderson 
Hagedorn 
Hall, Ralph 
Hall, Sam 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Anthony 
Au Coin 
Bailey <MO> 
Barnes 
Beilenson 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Bolling 
Bonker 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 

Hamilton Oxley 
Hammerschmidt Patman 
Hansen <ID> 
Hansen <UT> 
Harkin 
Hartnett 
Heckler 
Hendon 
Hertel 
Hightower 
Hillis 
Holt 
HopkinS 
Hubbard 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Johnston 
Jones<OK> 
Jones <TN> 
Kazen 
Kemp 
Kil dee 
Kindness 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach 
Leath 
LeBoutillier 
Lee 
Lent 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Long<LA> 
Lott 
Lowery<CA> 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lungren 
Madigan 
Markey 
Marriott 
MartinCNY> 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mcclory 
McColl um 
McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
Michel 
Miller <OH> 
Mitchell <NY> 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Mottl 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Napier 
Natcher 
Nelligan 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 

NOES-167 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Brown <CO> 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Clay 
Coelho 
Collins <IL> 
Conable 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
Coyne, James 

Paul 
Perkins 
Petri 
Porter 
Price 
Quillen 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts <SD> 
Robinson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rousselot 
Rudd 
Russo 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith<AL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith<OR> 
Smith<PA> 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
St Germain 
Stange land 
Stanton 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Traxler 
Trible 
VanderJagt 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Williams <OH> 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young(MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Coyne, William 
Crockett 
Danielson 
Daschle 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Downey 
Dunn 
Dymally 
Eckart 
Edgar 

Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Evans<DE) 
Fazio 
Fenwick 
Ferraro 
Fiedler 
Findley 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford <TN> 
Forsythe 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gilman 
Ginn 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall<OH> 
Hance 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Hiler 
Holland 
Hollenbeck 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jones CNC> 

Kasteruneier 
Kogovsek 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lehman 
Leland 
Levitas 
Long(MD) 
Lowry<WA> 
Lundine 
Marks 
Marlenee 
Martin <IL) 
Martin <NC> 
Matsui 
Mattox 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McKinney 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller<CA> 
Mineta 
Mitchell <MD> 
Mollohan 
Morrison 
Neal 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pas hay an 
Patterson 
Pease 
Pepper 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Railsback 
Rangel 

Ratchford 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Roberts <KS> 
Rodino 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shamansky 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Thomas 
Udall 
Vento 
Walgren 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Williams<MT> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-14 
Chisholm 
Cotter 
Evans <GA> 
Fascell 
Fountain 

Gingrich 
Horton 
Jeffords 
Minish 
Moffett 

D 1630 

Obey 
Savage 
Shannon 
Volkmer 

Mr. JAMES K. COYNE changed his 
vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. PRICE changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LEVITAS 

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LEVITAS: Page 

43, after line 21, insert the following: 
SEc. 619. None of the funds made avail

able pursuant to the provisions of this Act 
shall be used to implement, administer, or 
enforce any regulation which has been dis
approved pursuant to a resolution of disap
proval duly adopted in accordance with the 
applicable law of the United States. 

Mr. LEVITAS (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

D 1640 
Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Chairman, the 

amendment I am offering would pre
vent the use of any funds by the de
partments and agencies funded by this 
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bill for the implementation of any reg
ulations or actions which have been 
vetoed by Congress using the specific 
veto procedures provided by applicable 
law. 

There are several programs and 
agencies funded under this bill which 
are subject to some sort of legislative 
veto. For example, the President is 
subject to congressional veto for ac
tions taken under the Executive Reor
ganization Act, Impoundment Control 
Act, and War Powers Act. All regula
tions promulgated by the Federal 
Elections Commission may be vetoed 
by Congress. Furthermore, under the 
Presidential Recordings and Materials 
Preservation Act, the Administrator of 
the General Services Administration 
may make regulations concerning 
public access to tape recordings and 
Congress may veto these rules if it so 
chooses. 

The basic issue here, however, tran
scends the question of legislative veto. 
Even the few Members who still do 
not support legislative vetoes, surely 
must support the doctrine of following 
the law under which legislative vetoes 
are enacted and then duly exercised. 

I have offered this amendment be
cause past administrations have stated 
their intentions not to obey the law 
with regard to legislative vetoes. This 
unfortunate circumstance became con
crete under the Carter administration 
last year after Congress vetoed four 
sets of regulations proposed by the 
Department of Education. In response, 
the Carter administration, through 
Attorney General Benjamin Civiletti 
and Secretary Shirley Hufstedler, an
nounced a decision to ignore these 
vetoes. In short the Carter administra
tion said it would not obey the law, 
providing for legislative veto of these 
regulatiqns, as it was duly enacted by 
Congress and signed by the President. 

The law in this case is very simple. It 
is very explicit. It says that where 
both Houses of the Congress have 
adopted a congressional veto, the regu
lations become null and void. 

However, the problem was not just 
with the Department of Education. It 
was the general policy of the Carter 
administration. While I would hope 
that the Reagan administration will 
not be willing to disregard the law, we 
must be sure that the law is followed. 
This amendment will act as a safe
guard to prevent this disregard for the 
law from occurring again. 

The action of past administrations 
makes the issue one of whether we in 
Congress are going to allow the law to 
be ignored. I do not believe any 
Member of Congress can stand by and 
allow our mandates to be treated in 
such cavalier fashion. The Constitu
tion of the United States requires the 
President of the United States to 
faithfully execute the laws. He is not 
given the authority to pick and choose 
those laws he wants to implement and 

those that he does not want to imple
ment. 

It is not for the executive branch to 
decide what laws will be enforced. 
There is a very important case that il
lustrated that point, Kendall against 
United States, decided by the Supreme 
Court in 1838. In that instance, the 
President of the United States direct
ed the Postmaster General not to pay 
a certain sum required to be paid by 
Congress to a contractor with the Post 
Office, and in issuing the writ of man
damus, the Court said: 

To contend that the obligation imposed 
on the President to see the laws faithfully 
executed implies a power to forbid their 
execution is a novel construction of the 
Constitution and entirely inadmissible. 

No, the President of the United 
States does not have the power or the 
right or the prerogative not to enforce 
the laws. Where such disputes exist 
the proper forum for resolving them 
lies within the court system and ulti
mately within the jurisdiction of the 
Supreme Court. The administration's 
questions about this provision of the 
law should be resolved in that arena, 
not by noncompliance. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a simple prop
osition. Once a legislative veto has 
been exercised, it is a disobedience of 
the law by those charged with the re
sponsibility of executing the law to 
disregard it, and I do not think we 
ought to give them money to disobey 
the law. The only way we can effec
tively enforce these provisions of the 
law is to provide a limitation for fund
ing so that no funds can be used for 
purposes of implementing disapproved 
or vetoed actions. 

That is the reason I have offered 
this amendment, Mr. Chairman. We 
are facing a significant challenge to 
our constitutional powers, and we 
must rise to meet it. My amendment 
will do so in a simple direct fashion. I 
urge every Member of this body to 
support its passage. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEVITAS. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is the same as that previ
ously adopted, there is no objection to 
it. The committee will accept it. 

Mr. LEVITAS. I thank the subcom
mittee chairman. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEVITAS. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, we have no objection to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Georgia <Mr. LEVITAS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ASHBROOK 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I 
off er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ASHBROOK: 
Page 43, line 17, after "standard," insert 

"court order,". 
Page 43, line 20, strike out "on the date of 

the enactment of this Act into law." and 
insert in lieu thereof "prior to August 22, 
1978.". 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, for 
3 years, activists have been trying to 
impose affirmative action and racial 
quotas on America's private schools 
through the Internal Revenue Service. 
In 1978, IRS proposed affirmative 
action regulations on the grounds that 
they were necessary to the agency's 
job of carrying out the intent of Con
gress. Congress responded by passing 
the Ashbrook and Dornan amend
ments, which prevented this bureau
cratic seizure of power over our coun
try's private schools. Today, working 
with the gentleman from Michigan, 
<Mr. SILJANDER) as cosponsor, I offer 
another amendment. The IRS strong
ly opposed both amendments, making 
it perfectly clear that they were not 
interested in Congress own opinion of 
congressional intent. 

Those who failed to impose affirma
tive action on private schools by misin
terpreting congressional intent have 
now simply switched to misinterpret
ing the Constitution for the same pur
pose. In the obvious sweetheart case of 
Green against Miller, with IRS as the 
official defendant, U.S. District Court 
Judge George L. Hart obediently im
posed a carbon copy of the proposed 
IRS affirmative action regulations on 
all secular schools in Mississippi, and 
is now considering whether to apply 
them to other States, and therefore to 
the Nation as a whole. 

This effort has nothing to do with 
the intent of Congress or the meaning 
of the Constitution. Liberal activists 
want racial quotas enforced in Ameri
ca's private schools, and they are look
ing for a way, anyway, to get them im
posed, and they are looking for some
body, anybody, to impose them. 

This entire charade is being played 
out because liberals know that there is 
no way that this power could be ob
tained by the Federal Government by 
the consent of the governed. No sup
porter of racial quotas in private 
schools has even bothered to propose 
that they be enacted into law by the 
Congress of the United States. They 
know that the elected representatives 
of the American people will not do it. 
They therefore want the judiciary to 
do it, and to convince us that Congress 
has no right to prevent it. 

Opponents of my amendment must 
argue that Congress has no right to 
limit the power of the courts, even in 
this extreme and obvious attempt to 
avoid the consent of the governed. 
The judiciary, they must insist, has 
the exclusive right to determine the 
meaning of the Constitution. But the 
meaning of the Constitution is the 
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Constitution. They must say, there
fore, that the judicial branch is the 
Constitution incarnate. If the judicial 
branch is the Constitution, then any 
concept of a constitutional balance of 
powers is a farce. If a court has any 
powers it says it has, its power is un
limitable. 

In proposing this amendment, I am 
asking that this judicial power-grab be 
opposed by the fundamental building 
block of our system of representative 
government: The power of the purse. 
In its formative days, the only power 
the English Parliament had was that 
of voting funds. Only by limiting the 
use of those funds could parliament 
limit the power of a king who was held 
to rule by divine right. To hold the 
courts immune to the power of the 
purse is to put them into a position 
more exalted than that of an English 
king three centuries ago. 

The tradition of limiting the exces
sive power of other branches of Gov
ernment by the congressional power of 
the purse is clear at every stage of the 
history of the drafting and ratification 
of our Constitution. It is the reason 
that money bills must originate in the 
House of Representatives, the legisla
tive body must directly be the repre
sentative of the people. This principle 
was stated unequivocally by James 
Madison in the Federalist Papers: 

The House of Representatives cannot only 
refuse, but they alone can propose, the sup
plies prerequisite for the support of govern
ment. They, in a word, hold the purse-that 
powerful instrument by which we behold, in 
the British Constitution, an infant and 
humble representation of the people gradu
ally enlarging the sphere of its activity and 
importance, and finally reducing, as far as it 
seems to have wished, all the overgrown 
prerogatives of the other branches of gov
ernment. This power of the purse may, in 
fact, be regarded as the most complete and 
effectual weapon with which any constitu
tion can arm the immediate representatives 
of the people, for obtaining the redress of 
every grievance and for carrying into effect 
every just and salutary measure. 

That is the way the Fathers of the 
American Constitution described the 
power of the purse, the power oppo
nents of this amendment will insist 
was never intended by the Framers to 
be used to stop judicial excesses. 

Every one of the so-called social 
issues of our day is a direct result of 
Congress refusal to check judicial ex
cesses. Our children are bused, by 
court order. They are denied the right 
to pray in school, a right this House 
exercises every day, by court order. 
They are denied the right to life itself, 
again by court order. And liberals 
insist that Congress has no right to 
limit this judicial tyranny over the 
American people. 

Forty years ago. liberals were the 
most vociferous opponents of the ju
dicial usurpation of power. It was lib
erals who last limited the pow:er of 
Federal judges with the Norris-La-

Guardia Anti-Injunction Act. Today, 
they make the same arguments 
against such restrictions that their op
ponents made against the Norris-La
Guardia Act. 

The reason for this liberal about
face is quite simple: 50 years ago, liber
alism represented the American 
people against the Washington estab
lishment. But today they represent 
the Washington establishment against 
the people. Now they are as fanatical
ly devoted to judicial supremacy as 
the business establishment was in the 
1930's, and as the slavocracy was to 
the Supreme Court which handed 
down the Dred Scott decision legaliz
ing slavery in all the Western territo
ries. 

Once again, the courts are being 
used by the establishment to defy the 
consent of the governed, as this drive 
for the imposition of racial quotas on 
private schools clearly demonstrates. 
Nothing has changed, except that this 
establishment is liberal rather than 
business-dominated or slavocratic. 
Once again, the courts represent busi
ness as usual in defiance of the will of 
the people. 

In November of 1980, voters made it 
clear that they have had enough of 
business as usual in Washington. I 
have proposed that the power of the 
purse be invoked to prevent the judici
ary from being used as a tool to defy 
the eonsent of the governed. The only 
alternative is the modern liberal con
tention that the doctrine of constitu
'tional checks and balances does not 
apply to Federal judges. 

Mr. Chairman, I close by reciting the 
record of the sweetheart litigation 
which posed these threats in 1976, the 
original plaintiffs in Green against 
Connally brought suit to reopen the 
case, seeking an infonction against the 
Internal Revenue Service to block the 
IRS from providing tax-exempt status 
to Mississippi private schools which 
were established or expanded during 
periods of desegregation in nearby 
public school districts. One week later, 
an identical suit was filed by the 
Wright plaintiffs from six additional 
States and the cases were consolidat
ed. The IRS fought the suit vigorously 
in 1977, but in 1978, it ceased to 
def end the case and on August 22, 
1978, itself proposed similar regula
tions to be imposed on private schools 
throughout the United States. In the 
meetings which led to these regula
tions, attempting to settle the Green/ 
Wright case out of court, the only 
Green/Wright intervenor still desiring 
to argue against the outcome sought 
by the plaintiffs, and now by the IRS, 
the Briarcrest Christian School of 
Memphis, Tenn., which had standing 
in the case itself, was �e�x�~�l�u�d�e�d�.� 

The proposed regulations included 
the presumption of guilt against pri
vate schools expanded during periods 
of desegregation, including busing, 

against which IRS had argued in 1977. 
A school so expanded, even though it 
had never refused an application by a 
minority student, would not only have 
to prove its absence of discriminatory 
intent, but would have to advertise for 
minority students and faculty mem
bers and meet hiring and enrollment 
guidelines dictated by the IRS. 

Congress repeatedly adopted the 
Ashbrook and Dornan amendments 
which prevented the IRS from impos
ing these burdensome and unfair regu
lations on private schools throughout 
the United States. Meanwhile, Judge 
Hart has ordered the IRS to impose 
these rules on Mississippi's private 
schools, and is presently considering 
whether or not to order them applied, 
in direct contradiction to clear and re
peatedly expressed congressional ac
tions via the Ashbrook and Dornan 
amendments, on other States and 
therefore the Nation as a whole. 
Meanwhile, he has only after a diffi
cult fight allowed actual opponents of 
the regulations, those who, unlike the 
titular defendant, the Internal Reve
nue Service, are against their imposi
tion, to intervene in the case. 

Recently, an adverse ruling by the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the District 
of Columbia paved the way for Judge 
Hart to make these regulations apply 
to the entire Nation. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, am 
I correct that Judge Hart's ruling ap
plied to a single State? 

Mr. ASHBROOK. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. GRADISON. Was that the State 
of Mississippi? 


















































































